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Introduction 


The late C. H. O’D. Alexander once wrote that ‘If God played God in 
the Benoni, | think that White would win; at lower levels, however, Black 
has excellent practical chances.” | fully agree with this verdict and can 
provide some statistics to support it. In my games with the Modern Benoni 
against non-grandmasters | have scored +51, =12, —2 for a total of 87.7%, 
whilst against grandmasters the score is +3, =5, —7, a rather meagre 36.7%. 
The sceptic might well suggest that | wouldn’t have scored more than 
36.7% no matter which opening | had chosen to play, but this does indicate 
that the Benoni is a much more risky opening at higher levels. The seven 
losses above were against Petrosian, Timman, Sosonko, Korchnoi, Miles, 
Stean and Hort, so possibly | have little reason to complain! 

Most players are unlikely to play the Benoni against Korchnoi and are 
more interested in how it will perform at club level and in weekend tour- 
naments. Here the prognosis is much better. The Benoni has been described 
as “one big swindle” and I can see a certain justification for this in that 
Black relies fairly heavily on tactical resources to vindicate his opening 
play. Usually there will come a critical moment when Black will have to 
continue tactically to justify his play, for otherwise his pieces will be 
pushed back from their active squares and he will be reduced to permanent 
passivity. Accordingly Black must be continuously on the lookout for 
tactical ideas to exploit any looseness in White’s position. White, on the 
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other hand, must aim to nullify Black’s tactical chances, while at the same 
time furthering his own plans. 

Like most “hypermodern” openings, which permit the opponent to 
occupy the centre with pawns, Black must do something quickly. The 
Pirc and the King’s Indian are similar in that the advantage of occupying 
the centre with pawns is very real if White is given the time to complete his 
development in comfort behind them. If Black does not find counterplay 
quickly he will never find it. Many players do badly with the Benoni 
because they sin against a few simple rules for playing the opening. The 
first is to find counterplay quickly and the second is to avoid unnecessary 
moves with the queen. It is often best placed on d8! 

Looking at diagram 1, what can we deduce about the plans for both 
sides. Speaking very generally, the most obvious feature is that the pawn 
structure has been rendered asymmetrical at a very early stage. White has a 
pawn majority in the centre and Black has one on the queenside. White’s 
ultimate ambition is to push forward in the centre with e4—e5 (possibly 
supported by f4) and to thereby create a passed d-pawn. Thus the square 
e5 assumes a central role in the struggle. In general if White controls this 
square he can make the push eS work, whereas if Black controls it the 
White centre is restrained. A similar situation exists on the queenside. 
Black would like to play . .. bS bringing his pawns abreast, when the 
eventual creation of a passed pawn on the queenside would become much 
more likely, while of course White does his best to prevent this move. 
Black will develop his bishop on g7, to put another guard on e5 and to 
support an eventual queenside pawn push. Apart from this both sides have 
considerable flexibility in developing their pieces. 

The material in this book is divided up according to the plan of develop- 
ment adopted by White, so | have decided to devote the rest of this 
introduction to describing the possibilities available to Black. If you are 
inexperienced with the Benoni and intend playing it with Black the rest of 
this introduction is essential reading, and you are strongly advised to look 
up the references to the main body of the book. In this way you will gain 
some idea of which ideas are viable in any given situation, and with ex- 
perience this judgement will become more accurate. 

We now consider typical Black moves one by one: 


1)... a6: A ubiquitous little move, which occurs in 99% of the games 
with the Modern Benoni. The exception is that in certain situations Black 
may be able to play . . . b5 without the support of . .. a6 for tactical 


reasons. Look at chapter 6, line B and the analogous 9 £d3 b5 in the same 
chapter. A rather different idea involving the fork . . . &b6+ can be seen in 
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diagram 29 (White stops the threat of .. . b5 by playing &e3) and in 
chapter 7, line A, note to White’s 12th move. Generally speaking White 
will reply to . . . a6 with a4 (to stop . . .b5). Here the exception is when 
Black’s . . . bS5 can be answered by a4, forcing either... 64 or... ba, 
when c4 becomes available to White’s knight (@f3—d2—c4). It is often 
very hard to judge whether the long-term chances of establishing a perma- 
nent base at c4 for White’s knight are worth the loss of time involved in 
allowing .. . b4, kicking away the c3 knight. Chapter 9, line B1 revolves 
around this point. Other lines in which... b5 is allowed are chapter 9, 
line B2 and the position of diagram 72. 

2) . . . b6: There are basically three possible motivations for playing this 
move: 

A) Black wants to play . . . £a6. This is by far the most common motivation 
and in almost every chapter we consider the plan of ...b6 and... 2a6 
for Black. However it must be said that when the idea of this is to exchange 
bishops on e2, Black very rarely equalises. The time spent executing the 
manoeuvre is more important than the extra freedom Black obtains. 
Chapter 6, line D2, chapter 7, line B, note to Black’s 10th move and 
chapter 14, line B are examples. However there is a second reason to play 
... &a6, and that is to swap off a White knight on c4. This is a much better 
proposition for Black since White has expended 3 tempi playing the 4 to 
c4 and this is all wasted when Black simply lops it off. Also... &xc4 may 
be the only decent answer to the pressure generated against d6 by a knight 
on c4 and a bishop on f4. Examples of this are plentiful, especially in 
chapters 2 and 13. 

B) . . . a6 and a4 have been played and Black is frightened of a5 by White, 
crippling the queenside pawns. This is almost never sufficient reason to 
play .. . b6. If White plays a5 and Black plays ... b5, White will exchange 
on b6 leaving the a6 pawn weak. But this is counterbalanced by the 
pressure generated by a Black rook on the half-open b-file, which can 
attack b2, or, after . . . Hb4, exert its influence horizontally against e4. It 
would be nice if Black could have . . . b6 “for free’, but it is not worth 
wasting a tempo on it for this reason. 

C) .. . a6 and a4 have been played and Black wants to play ... Ha7—e7. 
This plan is rarely adopted. See chapter 4, note to White’s 10th, for the 
reason why. 

3)... b5: See the comments to . . . a6. If Black can play ... b5 without 
suffering some catastrophe, then he should almost always do so. 
4)...0c4: This sometimes occurs without the support of ... b5. The idea 
is twofold; Black wants to clear c5 for his queen’s knight and at the same 
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time cut off the influence of the bishop at e2 to make it easier to play... 
b5. Quite often it is played as a pawn sacrifice, for example chapter 6, 
lines D1 and D3, with 11... c4. Marginal cases occur in the same D3, note 
to Black’s 11th, variation 2, and the non-sacrificial situation occurs in 
chapter 6, line A and chapter 3, line D. 

5) . . . f6: This normally only occurs as a panic measure to prevent a 
threatened eS by White, and is almost always a sign that something has 
gone seriously wrong for Black. The only time it is justified is when the 
knight on f6 has moved away and White plays &g5 attacking the queen. 
Then Black can play . . . f6 and after the bishop retreats . .. f5 activating 
the g7 bishop again. 

6)... f5: It is curious that although the pawn structure would indicate 
that Black should play on the queenside he can also play on the kingside 
under certain circumstances. If White has played e4 the move... f5 can 
leave White with an isolated d-pawn, whilst if White has not played e4 the 
move ... f5 can prevent him from doing so. There are two problems with 
. . . £5. The first, which happens especially if Black has exchanged his 
queen’s bishop, is that the e6 square is weakened and later on a bishop or 
knight might arrive on this square. The second is that... f5 exfS may 
force Black to recapture with his g-pawn, and often the resulting weak 
pawn on f5 is more exposed than ‘its counterpart at d5. Have a look at 
diagram 9, chapter 5, line B and chapter 13, note to White’s 9th move, 
variation 1b3. 

7) ...g5: This move is a comparatively recent addition to Black’s armoury 
in the Classical variation. The main line of chapter 1 revolves around 
Black’s attempts to maintain his knight on e5 and the move. . . g5 is 
essentia! to prevent f4 by White. It should be added that... g5 is very 
committal since it seriously weakens the sensitive squares f5 and hS, and 
in chapter 1 manoeuvres like Oc3—d1—e3, De2—g3 and Hd2—f1l—g3 are 
frequent, aimed at occupying these weak squares. Of course... g5 is 
familiar in lines where White plays &g5 and Black chases the bishop back 
to g3 with...h6 and... g5. See chapters 9 and 10. 

8) . . . Aabd7/Ha6: Ina large percentage of games involving the Benoni 
Black is faced with the fundamental decision of where to develop his 
queen’s knight. In almost every chapter there is a divergence according to 
whether Black plays... @bd7 or... a6. Two exceptions are afforded by 
chapter 6, where . . . a6 is not sufficiently centralising in the ultra-sharp 
lines, and chapter 7, where... Mbd7 is physically impossible. The decision 
as to which of these moves to play is as much a matter of personal prefer- 
ence as anything else, but it is a decision with far-reaching consequences 
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for the course of play. After . . . 2a6—-c7 Black has better chances of 
forcing through ... b5, but pressure on d5 is not so reliable a method of 
preventing e5 by White as the direct guard on e5 afforded by ... Sbd7. 
Even if Black finally plays . . . b5S the knight on c7 may prove hard to 
bring back into the game, as in the main line of chapter 2. The move 
. . . Abd7 gives the knight better future prospects (e5 or b6) but it does 
obstruct the development of the bishop on c8 (unless Black has been lucky 


enough to play .. . &g4 first) and can lead to congestion amongst Black’s 
cramped pieces. 
9) . . . &g4: Black aims to exchange the piece which is traditionally the 


most difficult to develop in the Benoni. This forms the basis of various 
Black systems, for example chapter 3 and chapter 6, line A. But against 
other systems it makes little sense to play this move, e.g. if White can 
simply reply to . . . &g4 with Od2 (as in the Fianchetto system, for ex- 
ample) the bishop move is just a strike into thin air, and a waste of time.’ 
So the move... Ag4 is restricted to those systems when the move actually 
pins the knight against the bishop on e2 and so forces an exchange. Not 
that it is necessarily good. In chapter 6 it provides Black’s most reliable 
system, but in chapter 3 the replies &f4 and Qg5 give White good chances 
to gain an advantage. 

10)... Ad7: A recent idea is to couple... a6 with... &d7. But even in 
the few systems where this is possible (White not attacking d6) it hasn’t 
worked out well — see chapter 14, line A. Perhaps the only time... &d7 
offers good chances is in the situation of chapter 5, note to Black’s 9th 
move, variation 2c. 

11)... Bb8: A highly thematic Benoni move designed to support... b5. 
In those lines where Black seriously intends playing for . . . b5 it is an 
indispensable move, and it occurs regularly throughout the book. The 
only other piece of advice | can give regarding this move is that if you are 
ever stuck for a move in the opening when playing the Benoni, try... 
8b8 — it often comes in handy later. 

12) . . . Be8: Another typical Benoni move, covering e5 and exerting 
pressure on the e-pawn. It is a useful move about 80% of the time, so | 
will content myself with listing the exceptions. Firstly, in the position of 
diagram 29, Black should leave e8 clear for the knight after White’s im- 
minent g4—g5. In some of the lines of chapter 9 (look at diagram 50) it is 
more important to play on the queenside than to play ... Be8, which is in 
any case ineffective as there is no knight on f6 to reinforce the pressure on 
e4. There is a second, more subtle, reason. In many lines (especially 
chapters 7 and 14) with e4 and f4 by White a breakthrough eventually 
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occurs by means of the pawn sacrifice e5 de f5. The resulting pressure 
down the f-file and especially against the knight at f6 will often force 
Black to put the rook back on f8, thereby losing two tempi. It is precisely 
in chapters 7 and 14 that . . . Be8 is a move of questionable utility. A 
more detailed discussion is given in these chapters. 

13)... & moves: There are only a few lines in which it pays for Black to 
move his queen at any early stage. Usually it is better to retain the queen 
on the flexible square d8, from which her majesty can move to either side 
of the board. On c7 and e7 the queen is exposed to a e5 de d6 break- 
through, while b6 and a5 are generally bad due to 2d2—c4. Here is a list of 
exceptions: Chapter 3, line D, chapter 7, line A, note to Black’s 9th move, 
chapter 9, line A, note to White’s 12th move, variation 1, chapter 10, main 
line, chapter 12, line A1. 

Finally, as light relief, | give the most ridiculous game ever played in the 
Modern Benoni: Gosanov—Litvinov, Moscow 1973: 1 d4 ]f6 2c4c5 3 
d5e6 44c3 ed S5cdd6 6e4 g6 7 f4 Qg7 8 AbS5+ Sf8 9 Df3 a6 10 
Qd3 b5 11 0-0 4g4 12h3hS 13 Be2 Dd7 14hghg 15 Hg5 Ad4+ 16 
Re3 De5 17 Axd4cd 18 fe BxgS 19 WI2f5 20 ef5 g3 21 fgt gf+ 22 
Bxf2+ Sg8 23 Bafl 24 24 De4 Be3 25 Df6+ Sg7 26 Dxg4 Hxd3 27 
Bf7/+ @xg6 28 ed Be4 29 B1f6+ ShS 30 D2 Bel+ 31 Sh2 Sg5+ 
32 Dh3+ Bxh3+ 33 gh eS5+ 0-1. 


1. Classical with 10... Abd7 


This is currently the most popular 
line of the Benoni. Both sides 
adopt an uncompromising position 
and the struggle revolves around 
the knight which Black establishes 
on e5. In order to preserve this 
Black is willing to make weakening 
moves like’. . . g5, and White tries 
to take advantage of the resulting 
possibilities of occupying f5 with a 
knight. Play often becomes very 
tense and both sides have to make 
difficutt and far-reaching decisions. 
As so often in the Benoni, Black’s 
practical results have been 
reasonable, but one feels that 
theoretically White should be able 
to obtain the advantage. 

1 d40f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 42c3 
ed 5cdd6 6 e4g6 7 Of3 Ag7 8 


Qe2 0-0 9 0-0 Be8 10 Ad? 
&bd7 (2) 
11 a4 


This has become accepted as the 
main line but there are other 
moves, of which 11 h3 is the most 
promising: 

1) 11 £3 (harmless) 11... a6 (11 
4b6 12 a4 Ad7 13 a5 D8 14 
4c4 Bb8 15 Qg5 h6 16 2h4 b5 


+, Heppner—Lobron, BRD 1978, 
0-1, 47 but 13 @h1! is much 
better or 11... es 12 a4egs 
13 2c4 Oxc4 14 Axc4 h6 = as 
although White will have to waste a 
tempo to play f4 Black’s... h6 has 
weakened his kingside) 12 a4 (12 
c4 Db6 13 He3 DhS 14 f4 and 
now 14... 0f6 15 &f3 Bb8 16 a4 
Ad7 = is Jansson—Polugayevsky, 
Havana 1966, O—1, 56 while 14... 
&xc3 15 bc Sf6 wins a pawn but is 
rather risky) and now: 

1a) 12... @e5 13 %c2?! (13 Sh 
Bb8 14 a5 g5 15 2c4 Oxc4 16 
Axc4 Dh5 17 Ad2 Be5 was about 
equal in Janosevi¢—Browne, Netanya 
1971, 1—0, 37, as also is 13 a5) 13 
...-Oh5 14 f4 Og4 15 SF3 f5 16 
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ef Axf5 17 &d3 Axd3 18 &xd3 c4 
19 Yc2 bS (19... &b6+ 20h! 
Be7 21 g5?? |f2+ 0-1, Mc- 
Gregor—Nunn, England 1973) 20 
g3'b4 21 Se4 Bc8 +, Peev— 
M. Tseitlin, Pamporovo 1977, 0—1, 
BU: 

1b) 12... Wc7 13 Dc4 (13 Bb3 
He5 1445 Bb8 15 4d1 Dh5 16 
4c4 f5 17 ef Axf5! 18 g4 Daxc4 
19 &xc4 b5 20 ab Bxb6) 21 a2 
Ad4+ 22 Sg2 %g7! 23 Bc3 Ad7 
24 &d2 Beb8 25 Babi Of6 26 
Bfel &f7 27 b3 Oxg4 28 He4 De5 
O—1, Tukmakov—Tal, USSR Ch. 
1969 deserves to be better known) 
13... 4e5 (13... 2b6 14 a3 
Qd7 15 %b3?! Oxa4! 16 Oxa4 bS 
17 Qc3 b4 ¥, Brinck-Claussen— 
Pietzsch, Lugano 1968, 0—1, 43) 
also with equality. 

2) 11 %c2 and now: 

2a) 11... @h5 12 &xhS gh 13 
4)c4?! (13 a4! is better as the 
natural 13... %e5 transposes to a 
line in A considered good for 
White) 13... 8e5 14 4e3 Wh4 15 
Ad2 Og4 16 Oxg4 hg 17 AF4 &f6 
+, Spassky—Fischer, match 1972, 
O—1, 41. 

2b) 11... 4b6 12 Qb5 (12 a4 
OfxdS 13 ed Rxc3 14 AbS Qxd2 
15 &xe8 Axcl 16 Axf7+ x7 
17 &xcl looks fine for Black but in 
Kapu—Bilek, Hungarian Ch. 1964 
White won quickly: 17... @xd5 
18 Bel @g7 19 Yd2 Sf6 20 He3 
4g8 21 Gael AfS 22 Yc3+ SF8 
23 h3 h5 24 g4! +—, 1-0, 31) 12 
,.. &d7 13a4Axb5 14 Oxb5 (14 


ab!?) 14...a6 15 4c3 Sfd7 16 
a5 (16 b3 is suggested by Bagirov) 
16... @c8 17 b3 (17 2c4 perhaps) 
17...@a7 18 &b2 4b5 19 Oxb5 
Axb2 20 &xb2 ab F, Polugayevsky— 
Mecking, match 1977, 4—%, 43. 
De) 1... Bele5. 12 O37 Zeads is 
best, transposing to A — 12 f4 is 
dubious as after 12... Seg4 13 
4f3 both 13... 2xe4 14 Oxe4 
Af5 15 Qd3c4 16 &xc4 Bc8 17 
Yb4 Axe4 18 Axed a5 19 tad bS 
¥ and13...@hS!? 14h3 Oh6 15 
@h2 £5! 16 e5 de 17 fe Dg4+! 
18 hg fg 19 2g5 Qxe5+ 20 Sgl 
Qd4+ +, Toynt—Shamkovich, USA 
1976, O—1, 38 are good for Black, 
moreover 13 4c4 is bad due to 13 
...Oxe4! 14 4xe4 Qd4+ 15 Shl 
4)xh2!) with the lines: 

2c1) 12...g5 13 &b2 g4 14 fel 
OhS 15 di Of4 16 Qb5 Bf8 17 
He3 Yg5 +, Korchnoi—Mecking, 
match 1974, 1—0, 42 while 14 a4 
in this line transposes to A, note to 
White’s 13th move, line 1. 

2c2) 12...a6 13 a4 Ofg4!? 14h3 
Dh6 15 £4? Deg4! 16 DF3 waS! 
17 Qd2 De3 18 Axe3 Bxc3 19 
Wxc3 Axc3 20 Bacl Qb2 21 Bc2 
Bxe4 22 Qxc5 dc 23 Bxb2 Of5 F, 
Lombardy—Velimirovic ,Amsterdam 
1974, 0-1, 51. 

2c3) 12... 8h5 13 Qxh5 gh 14 
Ab2 Ad7 15 Bael Yh4 16 f4? (16 
4)d1 Wf4! is unclear — if 77 g3?? 
Yxd2 wins a piece — but 16 He3 is 
+) 5g4 17 Of3 Qd4+ 18 Shi 
Of2+ 19 Bxf2 &xf2 20 cl (20 
Yb1 AF5! +) Mh3! 21 Agi Sf8 22 


xd4 cd 23 £5 (23 2a3 Bec8! —+) 
dc 24 Yxc3 Bxe4 25 gh Se8! 26 
Wd3 Bel 27 Bxel &xel+ 28 Sg2 
Bc8 29 f6 @d7 30 &xh7 4d2+ 
31 Sg3 &xd5 32 Sh4 Be8 0-1, 
Polugayevsky—Nunn, Skara 1980. 
3) 11 h3 (logically preparing to 
answer ... 2e5 by f4) and now: 

3a) 11...g5 12 4c4 Oxe4 13 
xe4 Hxe4 14 4xd6 (14 &d3 Bh4 
15 2xd6 De5 16 OF5 c4 17 Ac2 
Axf5 18 AxfS Bd4 19 %c2 Jd3 
20 Me3 Bxd5 21 Qe4 Axb2 22 
Qxh7+ Sh8 23 Re4 was good for 
White in Donner—Hartoch, Wijk 
aan Zee 1972, 1—0, 29 but there 
are numerous improvements for 
Black — see line 3cl below in 
which . . . a6 and a4 have been 
inserted; in Langeweg-Psakhis, Sara- 
jevo 1981 White deviated from 
Donner-Hartoch by 16 xc8 but 
resigned after 16... 8d4 17 We2 
Exd3 18 f4 gf winning a piece) 
14... 8d4 15 Wc2 4b6 (15... 
Bxd5 16 @xc8 &xc8 should have 
been tried but the position is still 
good for White) 16 @xc8 Bxc8 
17 Re3! Bb4 18 2g4! +, Podgayets- 
Zheliandinov, USSR 1977, 1—0, 47. 
3b) 11... . &b6 (irrelevant) 12 a4 
Bb8 13 f4a6 14 &f3 Qd7 15 Hel 
+, Popov—Taborov, Alushta 1977. 
3c) 11 ...a6 12 a4 with the 
divergence: 

3c1) 12...g5 13 4c4 Oxe4 14 
4xe4 Bxe4 15 &d3 (15 Oxd6 asin 
3a is better) 15... 8h4 16 Oxd6 
Ae5 17 DfF5 Dxd3 18 Yxd3 c4 (18 
..- AxfS 19 BxfS Hd4 20 &xg5 
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Exd5 is also satisfactory for Black) 
19 Yg3 Axf5 20 Axg5 Bg4! 21 hg 
Yxg5 22 gf Yxg3 23 fg Axb2 24 
Bab1 c3 25 Bxb2 %—%, Bukic— 
Wedberg, Bajmok 1980. 

3c2) 12...8b8 13 a5 (13 Bc2 wc7 
leaves White with nothing better 
than 14 a5 transposing since 
14 b3 c4! 15 be b5 16abab 17 Bb1 
b4 18 4d1 2c5 was good for Black 
in Radoicié-Velimirovié, Yugo- 
slavia 1981) 13... &c7 14 Wc2 bS 
15 ab @xb6 16 Db3 (16 Hel Dfd7 
17 b3 c4!? 18 bc eS 19 BbtT #, 
Plachetka—Velimirovic, Maribor 
1980, %—-%, 56) 16... %e7 17 a5 
Qd7 (17... 8a8 18 Oc6 Bc7 19 
Ag5h6 20 &h4c4 21 2g3Ad7 22 
Bfd1 +, Ermenkov—Bareti¢, Novi 
Sad 1976) 18 4c6! Axc6 19 de 
Hec8 20 Bxa6 Bxc6 21 Af4c4 22 
Af3 Hcc8 23 Hdl De8 24 Ne3 
Ad7 25 2g4! h5 26 Sd5 Wd8 27 
Axd7 Yxd7 28 Ba7 eG? (28... 
Eb7 29 4b6) 29 Be7 Bxb2 30 
Ya4 1-0, Bukié—Velimirovic, 
Yugoslavia Ch. 1975. A_ very 
impressive game by Bukic. 

3c3) 12... %c7 13 Wc2 Db6 (13 
... 852! 144c4h6 15 £4! Dh7 16 
@h1 Bb8 17 a5 +, Hartoch—Minic, 
Wijk aan Zee 1971, 1—0, 41) 14 a5 
Abd7 15 b3 b5 16 ab Oxb6 17 


Ab2 Yd8 18 f4 a5 19 Af3 +, 
Gutman—Petkevic, Latvia Ch. 1978, 
1—0, 42. 


3c4) 12...h5!?. 13 Bel Dh7 14 
Afi Bb8 15 a5 We7 16 Ac4 t, 
Donner—Portisch, Palma 1971, 4— 
¥%, 19, but nobody has repeated this 
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dubious idea. In conclusion Black 
has no visible route to equality 
against 11 h3. 
4) 11 Bel will transpose to B after 
11 ...a6?12 a4 opto'AWvafter 112. . 
Se5 12 a4 (12 Sf1 c4 13 a4 ho 
14 Qe3 Yc7 15 %c2 a6 16a5 Ad7 
is unclear, Kraidman—Povah, Man- 
chester 1979). 
5) 11 f4 has been relegated to 
chapter 6, line D3. 
After 11 a4 we have the divergence 
A: 11....965 
B: 11... 226 
In a sense this distinction is rather 
artificial since even after 11 ...2e5 
Black will usually play .. .a6 sooner 
or later, but it is certainly convenient 
for dividing up the material. Gen- 
erally speaking A contains lines in 
which ...a6 is delayed for at least 
afew moves. 11... 5 will transpose 
_ to A after 12 %c2 and indeed this 
is the best idea as 12 Oc4 Oxe4 13 
&xe4 Hxe4 14 Oxd6 Bd4 15 Bb3 
(15 W%c2 is like 3a in the last note 
but h3 is a more useful move than 
a4) 66 16 a5 Oxd5 +, Bonchev— 
Tseitlin, Pamporovo 1977, 0—1, 34 
is probably only equal even with 15 
Ye2. 
A 

jh tn He5 (3) 

12 Yc2 
Or 
1) 12h3 g5 13 Of3 Oxf3+ 14 
Qxf3 h6 (14...4d7 15 Bg4 De5 
16 &xc8 Bxc8 17 BhS Od3 18 
Qxg5 Yd7 19 Bh6 AF6 20 WF3 
1-0, Henley-Griinfeld, Lone Pine 


m ume ie 


1981 was very unpleasant — note 
that 17...h6 is no improvement 
since 18 f4 gf 19 &xf4 threatens 
both 20 &xe5 and 20 &xh6) 15 Bb 
a6 (15...b6 1664 4d7 17 Qd2 
cb 18 Bxb4 4e5 is unclear) 16 b4 
O\d7 17 De2 cb 18 Bxb44c5 19 
g3 Qd7 20 2g4 +, Belyavsky— 
Gavrikov, USSR 1978, 1—0, 40. 

2) 12 8a3 and now: 

2a) 12...b6 13 Wc2 OhS 14 
Axh5 gh 15 Od transposes to the 
note to Black’s 12th move. 

2b) 12...8d7?! 13 Wc2 Hc8 
(Ljubojevié suggests 13... c4!? 14 
@xc4 xc4 15 &xc4 8c8 but this 
looks far from adequate) 14 f4 Deg4 
15 Sc4 We7 16h3b5 17ab DhS 18 
Qxg4 Qxg4 | 19 Bf2!ad7 20 e54+-, 
Petrosian—Ljubojevié, Milan 1975, 
1—0, 30. 

2c) 12..ag5 13 SGt (13%? 
transposes to the main line while 
13 @f3 Oxf3+ 14 &xf3 h6 15h3 
We7 16 De2 g4 17 hg Dxg4 18 
&g3 h5! gave Black. active play in 
Rajkovi¢-Karlsson, Vrnjacka Banja 
1981, 0—1, 36) g4 (13... Bg6!? is 
possible) 14 Sf1! a6 (14... . h6!?) 


15 &g5h6 16 2h4.2d7 17 Og3 wc8 
18 Wd2 Sh7 19 ad1 +, Browne— 
Nunn, London 1980, 4—%, 42. 
3) 12 Hel (this is perhaps the 
most logical moment to play Bel, 
which allows 4f1 followed by 2e3 
or 4g3 probing f5) a6 (12...¢5 
may be better) 13 Sf1 (13 h3 g5 
14 Sf1 h6 15 g3 8b8 16 Ba3 g4 
¥%—% Georgadze—Nunn, Hastings 
1979/80 — the final position is 
highly unclear) Bb8 14 f4 Deg4 15 
h3 Dh6 16 2F3 Bd7 17 g4 and 
White’s threat of g5 gives him the 
advantage, Alburt—Ree, Lone Pine 
1981, 1—0, 31. 
4) 12 $h1 (not a very useful 
move) g5 13 Ha3 a6 14 Yc2 b6 
15 £4 gf 16 Bxf4 Bb8 17 Dd1 Og6 
18 Bf2 Ye7 19 Af3 bS5 20 ab ab 
21 b3 &d7 ¥, Peshina—Petrosian 
(!), Vilnius 1978, O—1, 43. 
5) 12 @db1 (a crazy-looking 
move designed to prevent ...g5 
and thereby ensure that the knight 
on e5 is eventually displaced) 12... 
a6 (12...%e7 may be the best 
move but a witty player might 
prefer 12... @ed7!?) 13 a3 h6? 
14 f4 Ded7 15 Yc2 Be7 16 Af3 
b5 17 abab 18 2cxb5 +, Farago— 
Filipowicz, Budapest 1976, 1—0, 
558 

M2 eers g5 
The alternative 12... Dh5 is not so 
good, e.g. 13 AxhS gh 14 dl b6 
(14...Wh4 15 e3 Og4 16 Dxg4 
hg 17 4c4 and now 17... &f6? 
18 &d2 4g6 19 Qc3 Axc3 20 be 
b6 21 Bfel 2a6 22 Jd2 Be5 23 


Classical with 10... ®bd7 5 
f4! was +— in Gligori¢é—Kavalek, 


' Skopje 1972, 1—0, 38 but even 17 


... 23 18 fg! Bxe4 19 Yxe4 Bxe4 
20 )xd6 Be5 21 &xf7 leaves White 
with good winning chances) 15 Ba3 
Ma6 (15...f5 16 ef a6 17 Ded! 
Axfl 18 Sxfl DF7 19 Hg3 Sh8 
was Gligori¢ —Taimanov, Leningrad 
1973 and now Taimanov gives 20 
Bxg7! Sxg7 21 %c3+ with the 
lines 21... @f8 22 Qh6+! Oxh6 
23 Wh8+ Og8 24 f6 Hd7 25 Og5 
+— and 21... g8 22 Sf6+ Sf8 
23 @xh7+ Sg8 24 %g3+! xh7 25 
Yg6+ Sh8 26 f6 +) 16 Bh3 (16 
He3 Axfl 17 Ddxfl Sh8 18 FS 
h4 19 Qf4 Bg8 20 Bh3 Af6 21 
Ye2 was unclear in Plachetka— 
Sikora, Czechoslovakia Ch. 1974, 
1—0, 41) 16... &xf1 17 Oxfl b5 
(17...h4!?) 18 Dde3! ba 19 OF5 
4g6 ~20 Bxh5 QeS 21 g3 Bb8 22 
A1le3 a3 23 ba Sb6 24 d2 Bb3 
25 Dg4 Bb7 26 Sg2 c4 27 Dxe5 
Wxe4+ (27... axe5 28 Hg5+ Dg6 
29 wf6 +—) 28 f3 Wxe5 29 Dh6t+ 
@f8 30 Sxe5 SxeS 31 Dg4 1-0, 
Petrosian—Rashkovsky, USSR Ch. 
1976. A superb game by Petrosian. 
Black may have improvements in 
this line but it is clearly rather un- 
pleasant for the second player who 
has to contend with a lasting 
initiative for White. Finally 12... 
We7, as so often in the Benoni, isa 
weak move and in Gligoric— 
Grunfeld, Skara 1980 13 b3 g5 14 
&b2 g4 15 Bael DhS 16 g3! Qd7 
17 2d1 &g5 18 f4 gf 19 Oxf3 
@xf3+ 20 &xf3 was +, 1-0, 48. 
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13 Ba3 
The most popular move, but a 
variety of alternatives have been 
tried: 
1) 13 b3 g4 144b2 Dh5 15 g3 
(15 2c4 axc4 16 Axc4 OF4 17 
&d1 Me5 18 AxeS HxeS 19 De3 
We7 20 f3 gf 21 Bxf3 Bxe4 22 
WF2 £5 4—%, Gligori¢—Tatai, Venice 
1971) 15...f5? (15... Bf8 pre- 
paring ...f5 was much better) 16 
ef Yg5 17 Ace4! Yxf5 18 f4 gf 19 
Axf3 %g6 20 AxhS BxhS 21 Daxd6 
+, G. Garcia—Browne, Las Palmas 
1974, 1—0, 40. 
2) 13 Of3 &xf3+ 14 Axf3 h6? 
(14...4d7 15 2g44e5 16 Axc8 
Bxc8 intending ...c4 and... 2d3 
is better) 15 Qd2 a6 16 Me2 We7 
17 Bael YeS 18 Shi wd4 19 f3 
|h5, Gligorié Fischer, Palma 1970, 
0—1, 35 and now 20 g3! + is best 
according to Gligoric. 
3) 13 Bc4 axc4 14 Qxc4 Og4 
(14...0h5 15 Ba3 QeS5 16 He2 
Wf6 17 Shi is also satisfactory for 
Black, F. Portisch-Danner, Reggio 
Emilia 1979/80, 1—0, 40 although 
in the game 17...2f4?! 18 g3 
4xe2 19 Axe2 Ad4 20 f4 gf 21 
Bxf4 w4g6 22 Bh4 was +) 15 De2 
(15 8a3 Yf6?! 16h3 e5 17 De2! 
4)xc4 18 txc4 &g6 19 4g3h5 20 
Yc2 BeS 21 f4 +, Cuartas—Povah, 
London 1979, 1—0, 33 but 15... 
We7 preventing Se2 looks better or 
perhaps 15... 2e5 16 &2b5 8f8 
17 4?! gf 18 Axf4 Dg6 19 &g3 hS 
20 Se2 h4 and Black is slightly 
better, Schmidt—Sax, 1981) 15... 


a6 (15... 8e5 16 4g3 g4 17 Shi 
a6?! 18 Re2 Wh4? 19 Ba3 +, Flear— 
Nunn, British Ch. 1980, O—1, 73 
but 17...@xc4 18 &xc4 a6 was 
not so bad for Black) 16 a3 (16 
4)g3 2d7! 17a5He5 18 Be2 Dg6! 
19 Dh5 BeS 20 Bd1 Of4 21 Ag4 
Ab5 +, P. Wells—Povah, London 
1980, O—1, 40) 16... We7 17 Bg3 
(17 g3 Ad7 18 Be2 He5 19 f4 gf 
20 Qxf4 Dg6 21 wd2?! Oxf4 22 
Wxf4 &xb2 unclear, Jonsson—B. 
Andersson, corr. 1979, 0—1, 36) 
17...h6 18 £4 &xe4 19 2d3 b4 
20 fg hg 21 &xg5 with a dangerous 
attack, Najdorf—Ree, Wijk aan Zee 
1971, 0-1, 45. 
4) 13 Od1 g4 (13 ...ag6 14 
&e3 a6 15 Hel g4 16 Bb1 We7 17 
b4 b6 18 bc be 19 Qb2 hS is 
unclear, Pelaez—Grinberg, Buenos 
Aires 1978, 0—1, 34) 14 4e3 Oh5 
15 g3?! (15 f4 unclear) 15 ... wf6 
16 f4 gf 17 Oxf3 Qh3 18 Sf2 
@xf3+ 19 Qxf3 Yg6 20 Hg2 Ad4 
21 Oh4 Bf6 22 AxhS Bxe4! 23 
4)g2 Bae8 24 Qf4 Wf5 25 g4Wxf4! 
O—1, Farago—Szilagyi, Hungary Ch. 
1974, 
5) 13 Bel g4 14 4f1 Oh5 15 
4g3 Oxg3 16 hghS 17 Af4 Og6 
(17 ...a6! is better) 18 Qb5 Bf8 
19 Yd2 \xf4 20 gf a6 21 Ad3 g3 
unclear, Friedgood—Povah, London 
1979, O—1, 46. (4) 

isis. g4 
Or 13... We7 (13... . a6 transposes 
to line 2 on page 10 but 13... . &fd7 
is reasonable, e.g. 14 2d1 Of8 15 f3 
@fg6 16 g3 Ah3 17 Bel.8c8 with 


4 |B PSE7 S7 
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Nat aa 
1&7 ae 
just an edge for White, Petrosian— 
Rajkovié Vrsac 1981, 4-4, 47) 14 
4d1 (14 Bel Sfg4 15 Afl Og6 
16 Wd1l Dh6 17 Og3 a6 18 Be3 
f5 =, Najdorf—Timman, Bugojao 
1982, 0-1, 50) 14...h6 15 e3 
a6 16 f4 gf 17 Bxf4 Sg6 18 Sf 
Qd7 19 Adc4 Bad8& 20 Db6 
Wxed4 21 2d3 Yd4 22 Axg6 fg 
23. Y&xg6 +, Tarjan—Grinfeld, 
Buenos Aires 1978, “4-4, 51. 
Black’s play was much too passive 
in this game. 

14 b3 
If White really has to play this move 
then 8a3 doesn’t look very logical, 
but other moves have not been very 
successful: 
1) 14 4d1 (weak) h5 15 4e3 
Af4 16 Ad1b6 17 Adc4 Oxc4 18 
)xc4 Og6 19 He3 Ye7 20 OFS 
Yxe4! 21 Be3 Axf5 22 Hxe4 Axe4 
¥, Antunac—Grunfeld, New York 
1981, O—1, 36. 
2) 14 2b5 Bf8 15 Bel Dh5 16 
@f1 f5 17 g3 Aaxg3 18 hg 4f6 
19 Be3 Be6 20 AF4 a6 21 AF fe! 
22 Dxe4 AFS5 23 Bae3 b5 +, Dziec- 
iolowski—Holm, Zabrze 1977, 0-1, 
36. 
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3) 14 &c4 (a critical move, 
because if it is possible White can 
do away with the artificial prepara- 
tory move b3) 14... DS (14... 
@xc4 15 &xc4 4d7 is possible but 
then Black is in serious danger of 
transposing to Flear—Nunn in the 
note to White’s 13th move, line 3) 
15 De3 (15 AxeS AxeS 16 g3 
intending f4 or maybe Wd1 seems 
good for White while 15 b3 trans- 
poses to the main line) 15... &h4? 
(why not 15... &f4?) 16 g3 wh3 
17 Yd1 Ah6 18 Og2! (the rest of 
the game is a model example of 
what happens when Black’s initiative 
collapses) 18 ... &g7 19 BbS Bd8 
20 Of4 Oxf4 21 gf &h4 22 Bg3 a6 
23 Dc3 D6 24 Axg4 Axg4 25 
Bxg4 We7 26 f5 De5 27 Hg3 wh4? 
28 &g5 1-0, Szmetan—Armas, 
Rumania Ch. 1979. 

4) 14 Bel (less logical in con- 
junction with ¥%c2 and a3) Oh5 
15 Ofi Bf6 16 Dd Bg6 17 AbS 


Bf8 18 Dde3 a6 +, Zaltsman— 
Grunfeld, Lone Pine 1981, %—%, 
45. 

ns Sree @hS 
14... Ofd7 15 Qc4 Axc4 16 be 
He5 17 Ad1 +. (5) 

15 41c4 


Black doesn’t want to repair White’s. 
pawn structure by playing .. . &axc4 
but the move 2b5 will force his 
hand. The only way to prevent this 
is by 15 ... a6 when 16 a5 trans- 
poses to Petrosian—Lukin (see B), 
in which the weakness of b6 is 
evident. 
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16 4b5 Axc4 (16... OF38+ 17 
Axf3? gf 18 Dbxd6 &g6 19 g3 


Ad4! 20 Shi Ah3 21 Hgl Of6 
gave Black a very dangerous attack 
in Schneider—Schlemmermeyer, 
Bremen 1981, O—1, 30 but simply 
17 @hi! leaves Black with no 
reasonable defence against 18 
4oxd6 and 18 4c7 for 17... 
4]xh2 18 Sxh2 wh4+ 19 gl g3 
20 fg \xg3 21 Bf4! defends) 17 be 
Be7 18 h3 (18 g3! + is given by 
Povah but White’s advantage is 
certainly very small here) 18... a6 
19 &xg4 (19 hg Of4!) 19... ab 20 
AxhS Bxa4 21 8xa4 ba 22 &xa4 
Bxe4 23 a8 (White is a little 
better but Black can defend) 23... 
Yd8 24 224 Be8 25 Af4 Axg4 26 
Yxd8 Bxd8 27 hg &af8 28 Bbl 
Ba8 29 Bxb7 Ba4 30 Bd7 Y—, 
Tatai—Povah, London 1978. 

Although the main line is only a 
little better for White the relatively 
untested ideas of 12 Bel and 14 
4)c4 ensure that this line will con- 
tinue to cause problems for Black 
in the future. 
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A more flexible move, reserving the 
option of queenside play with . 
Bb8 and ... &c7 as well as the 
standard 4e5 and ...ag5. 
Nevertheless White should gain the 
advantage, at least partially because 
of the weakening of the b6 square. 

: 12 62 
There are many other moves, some 
of them quite good; 
1) 12 8a3 and now: 
ta) 12 ...°8bS 13 a5! (132 
will lead to the main line) 13 .. 
Ye7 (13... We7 14 Oc4 b5?! 15 
ab )xb6 16 Da5 &c7 17 &c2 Bas 
18 h3 Ofd7 19 Bdl c4 20 Qe3 
4c5 21 @xc4 Oxc4 22 Axc4 + 
Bagirov—Jansa, Titovo Uzice 1978, 
1—0, 56) 14h3 b5?! (14... g5) 15 
ab Bxb6 16 Y%c2 DeS 17 £4 Ded7 
18 @h1 Bb4 19 b3! +, Petrosian— 


Quinteros, Lone Pine 1976, 1—0, 
43. 
1b) 12... b6!2 13 Yc2 De5 14 


b3 (14 c4! looks better) 14 .. 
Ba7 15 4c4 Bae7 16 f3 Yc/ 17 


i 


&d2 Dh5 is unclear, Koider-Suba, 
Bucharest 1980, 0-1, 28. 

Te) 12... B85 13 h3 (13 ec2 
transposes to the main line) 13... 
g5 14 Of3 Oxf3+ 15 Axf3 h6 16 
He2 Ad7 17 4g3 b5 18 Hh5 Dxh5 
19 QxhS Hxe4 20 f4 unclear, 
Begovac—Kluger, Sombor 1978, 
1—0, 47. 

2) 12 Sh1 8b8 (12... He5 13 
Yc2 DhS 14 BxhS gh 15 Dd1 wh4 
16 Ha3 Qg4 17 f3 Ad7 18 f4 484 
19 h3 f5!? 20 Of3 Be7 21 hg hg 
22 Dh2 Bxe4 unclear is Goodman— 
Kraidman, London 1978, 0—1, 37 
but by analogy with Gligoric— 
Kavalek in the note to Black’s 12th 
move in A, 16 %e3 is good for 
White) and now: 

2a) 13 Ha3 eS 14 %c2Hh5 15 
Axh5 gh 16 He2h4 17 Df4b5 18 
QhS Bh8 19 f4 Qg4! is unclear, 
Browne—Nunn, London 1979, 4— 
1s |. 

2b) 13 £3?! De5 14 Bc4 Axc4 
15 Qxc4 Dd7 16 Re3 f5 17 Bd2 
De5 18 Ae2 OF7! +, N. Benjamin— 
Nunn, England 1979, 0-1, 36. 

2c) 13 f4 transposes to chapter 6, 
line D3, note to Black’s IIth move, 
variations 2a and 2b. 

3) 12 h3 transposes to the note 
to line 3c on page 3. 

4) 12 a5 (lets Black off a bit 
lightly) 12... b5 13 ab Dxb6 14 
Ha3 (14 f4 Yc7 15 Af3 Bbs 16 
@h1 c4 17 Sa2 Sfd7 18 Da4 Qb7 
19 Oxb6 Dxb6 20 Sb1 f5 21 ef gf 
22 4c3 =, Lein—Sahovic, Amster- 
dam 1979, 1-0, 57 but 20... 2d7 


Classical with 70...2bd7 9 


might even have been better for 
Black, while 14 f3 Dfd7 15 Db3 
Yc7 16 a5 Bb8 17 Shi was 
clearly good for White in Meduna— 
Vrachek, Prague 1980, 1—0, 26 but 
14...9h5 15 f4 &h4 16 &xhS is 
unclear) 14...c4 15 el Wc7 16 
Yc2 Qd7 17 Df1 AbS 18 e3 
Afd7 19 Beal Qc5 20 Ad2 Habs 
21 Hcl Bb7 22 g3 &d7 =, Panno— 
Ljubojevi¢é, Sao Paulo 1979, 0—1, 
48. 
5) 12 Bel Wc7 (12... Bb8 13 
Afl De5 14 f4? Deg4 15 |F3 c4! 
16 a5 Wc7 17 e5, Donner—Velim- 
irovic, Havana 1971, 1—0, 43 and 
now 17 ... de 18 fe Af8! was 
winning for Black according to 
Velimirovic, but of course White’s 
play was weak) 13 h3 g5? (13... 
Hb8) 14 4c4 h6 15 f4! Dxe4 16 
Ad3 Q2d4+ 17 @h2 Axc3 18 be 
Adf6 19 fg hg 20 4f3 g4 21 wf4 
@xd5 22 Bxe4! +—, Hiibner— 
Garcia Padron, Las Palmas 1976, 
1—0, 27. 
6) 12 f3 de5 13 Dc4 Dxc4 14 
&xc4 2d7 15a5 He5 16 Re2 bS, 17 
ab Wxb6 18 f44d7 19 %c2 Bb8 20 
@h1 2d4 21 h3 Of6 22 AF3 Ad7 
23 g4 +, Cuellar—Gild. Garcia, 
Bogota 1979, 0—1, 44. 
7) 12 £4 see chapter 6, line D3. 
|S aee He5 
Again there are other possibilities: 
1) 12... Bh5?! (reaches positions 
similar to A, note to Black’s 12th 
move, but with Black effectively a 
move down due to... a6) 13 Axh5 
gh 14 4d1 De5 15 De3 Bh4 16 
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Ba3 Qd7 17 £4 4g4 18 Oxg4 hg 
19 4c4 We7 20 \e5! +, Gligori¢— 
Browne, San Antonio 1972, 1—0, 
37. 

2) 12... We7 (again this move 
leads to trouble) 13 Bel (13 Ba3 is 
probably even better) 13... 2e5 
14 Of1 DhS 15 AxhS gh 16 De3 
Wh4 17 He2 4 18 Oxg4 hg 19 
Qf4 &f6 20 Babl b5 21 Qd2 =, 
Friedgood—Sowray, London 1979, 
1—0, 29. 

3) 12... Bb8& 13 4c4 (13 h3 
Y%c7 14 f4? transposes to Purdy— 
Hartoch variation 2b3 on page 68 
but 14 a5 transposing to the note 
to White’s 11th move, line 3c2, is 
good for White, while 13 8a3 b6 
14 Shi Be5 15 b3 Bf8!? 16 Ab2 
|h5 17 Axh5 gh 18 4d1 f5 was 
unclear in Timman—G. Garcia, Rio 
de Janeiro 1979, 4—%4, 67) ab6 14 
a3 Qd7 15 2g5? (15 a5 DAc8 16 
4)c-+ with the idea of Af4 is at least 
slightly better for White) 15... h6 
16 Qf4 xa4! 17 Qxd6 Dxc3 18 
be Oxe4 19 Axb8 Oxc3 20 AFf3 
Y%xb8 +, Reshevsky—Savon, Petrop- 
olis 1973, O—1, 40. This was the 
famous game in which Reshevsky 
put his queen en prise instead of 
mating in three, being under the 
impression that the move he 
actually played was mate in one! 

4) 12...b6 13 4c44e5 144xe5 
Bxe5 15 Af4 (15 f4!?) Be8 16 h3 
Ba7 17 2g5?! h6 18 &h4 g5 19 
Qg3 Hae7 20 Af3 Dh7! 21 Bael 
fe5 +, Szymczak—Robatsch, Lublin 
1976, O—1, 30. More practical tests 


are needed of this idea. 
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13 8a3 We] 

1) 13... 8c7 1463 (14 f4! Deg4 
15 4c4 ]h5 16 Qxg4Q2xg4 17f5 + 
is given by Velimirovic) 14... &d7 
15a5g5 164c4g4 17 2f40h5 18 
Axe5 AxeS 19 AxeS BxeS 20 d2 
%d8 =, Bagirov—Szabo, Europa Cup 
1978 %—¥, 26. 

2) 13...g5 1445 (14 Oc4 Oxc4 
15 Qxc4 Og4 16 De2 We7 trans- 
poses to line 3 on page 6) 14... 24 
(14... Bb8 keeping black-square 
control is probably better, for ex- 
ample 15 @f3 Oxf3+ 16 Axf3 Og4 
17 Qxg4 Qxg4 18 Oa4 xa5 19 
&xg5 unclear, Vaisman—Velickovié, 
Zrenjanin 1980, O—1, 46 or 15 2c4 
@xc4 16 Axc4 Og4 17 De2 He5 
18 b3 g4 19 4g3 Wh4 =, Huss— 
Velickovi¢é, Luxembourg 1981) 15 
b3 Dh5 (15... Hfd7, supporting e5 
and. b6, followed by .. . Wf6—g6 
was probably better) 16 4c4 ]xc4? 
(16... Wf6) 17 bc eS 18 g3 Dg7 
19 ]d1 f5 20 e3 fe 21 Axg4 
Axg4 22 Axg4 +, Petrosian—Lukin, 
USSR 1978, 1-0, 47. 


14 a5 
Weohs es 15 3 24?! (15... 
&xf3+ 16 Axf3 g4 17 hg Dxg4 
looks quite reasonable for Black) 
16 hg &xg4 17 Dh2! Qd7 18 Bel 
Bac8 19 8b3 with a good game 
for White, Donner—Velimirovic, 
Amsterdam 1976. After 14 a5 the 
position is unclear, e.g. 14... &d7 
(14... 8b8 15 a4 Ad7 16 f4 
Qxa4 17 Yxa4 Ded7 18 AF3 c4 
19 Yc2! Bbc8 20 Ba4 +, Bukic— 
Velimirovié, Yugoslavia Ch. 1981) 
15 Hb3 Bab8 16 Bb6 Qg4! 17 f3 
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Qc8 18 Shi c7?! (18... DhS! 
unclear) 19 f4! Hed7 20 e5 (20 
4c4 may be better for White) 20 
... de 21 fe Yxe5 22 Dc4 &d4 
23 Hd6 4g4 24 Axg4 Bxg4 25 WF2 
f5 26 Af4 g5! 27 He6 Bxe6 28 
Axb8 Ad4! 29 de? (29 Yg3) 29... 
Axf2 30 ed Axd7 31 De5 Bd4! 
32 Bdl 4b4 33 Dxd7 Ad4 34 Bed 
Yxb2 35 Axd4cd 36 4d5 Ye2 37 
Bcl Sf7 38 h3 d3 39 Bc7 Se6 


40 7b6 d2 0-1, Portisch— 
Velimirovic, | PortoroZ—Ljubljana 
1975. 


2. Classical with 10 . .. a6 


This variation shows in the clearest 
fashion White’s plan of restraining 
Black. Black’s...2a6—c7 manoeuvre 
forces through ... a6 and...b5, 
but so slowly that White can 
organise b4 as a reply to... b5, 
blocking the queenside. The idea 
is that White can then turn his 
attention to the exploitation of his 
central majority. In practice this plan 
has worked very well and practical 
results are much in White’s favour. 
However if Black plays accurately 
in the critical phase round about 
move 15, his theoretical chances 
seem no worse than after other 10th 
moves. 
1d44f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 44c3 ed 
5 cd d6 6e4 26 7 Of3 Qg7 8 Re2 
0O—0O 90—0 He8 10 4d2 Dab 
1B bs) 

Gligoric’s move, which has effec- 
tively displaced the alternatives: 
1) 11 f4 transposes to chapter 6, 
line DS. 
2) 11 @h1 is likely to transpose 
back to the lines considered in this 
chapter after 11 ...@c7 12 a4 b6 
13 f3, but Black can attempt to 
exploit White’s move-order with 


12...a6 13 f3 Bb8. After 14 a5 
Qd7 15 c4 Ab5 (15... Sb5 
16 )xb5 &xb5 is also equal) 16 &g5 
Qxc4 17 Axc4 h6 18 Qe3 bS5 
19 ab Bxb6 20 &d7 Bh7 Black had 
a comfortable position in Ree— 
Portisch, Amsterdam 1981, %—Y, 
42. 14 4c4 looks much more 
dangerous since 14... b5 allows 
the knight to reach c6. 

3) 11 Bel c7 12 a4 b6 13 Wc2 
(13 Bb1 Bb&8 1463 a6 15 Qb2 b5 
gives Black the initiative, for ex- 
ample 16 ab ab 17 Af1 Og4! 18 OFf3 
£5 +, Smyslov—Polugayevsky, USSR 
1975, O—1, 38)°13.... Be@q13.,.. 
4g4 14 h3? Oxf2! 15 @xf2 Yh4t+ 
16 @f1 Ad4 17 Ddt Bxh3! 18 AF3 
Wh2 19 He3 f5 20 Ddc4 fe 21 
Qxe4 Qa6 22 Af3 BeS 23 Ha3 
Bae8 24 Qd2 Dxd5 25 Axd5+ 
Bxd5 26 @e2 Axe3 27 Hxe3 
&xc4+ 0—1, Gurgenidze—Tal, USSR 
Ch. 1957 is one of the classic Tal 
wins, but 14 &xg4 Axg4 15 Ac4 
is +) 14 &c4 Qa6 15 Bf4 (15 
Bbi &xc4 16 Axc4 a6 17 b4 b5 
18 ab ab 19 Qe2 c4 20 B25 h6 21 
Re3 Dd7 22 Bed1 Ba8 23 Hal 
We7 24 &f3 4%, Hort—Ermenkov, 


, 


Slanchev Bryag 1974 — White 
reached a less favourable version of 
positions occurring later in the 
chapter) &xc4 16 Axc4 DHS 17 
Se3 a6 with just an edge for White, 
Reshevsky—Tarjan, USA Ch. 1977, 
1-0, 35. 
4) 11 &xa6 is always bad in the 
Benoni since White gives away a 
useful minor piece and allows 
Black’s rook to become very active 
down the b-file. 

lie Q\c7 
11...4d7 12 Sh1! 2c7 transposes 
to A2. 


12 a4 


Now we have A: 12... 2d7 
Ba2..:,.06 

A was briefly popular in the mid- 
seventies, but in fact it just seems 
bad. B is the solid ‘‘main fine”. 
Transpositional possibilities abound 
in that White can play @h1 at 
almost any moment and, after &g5, 
the same applies to Black’s . . . h6. 
A clear head is essential for following 
these! 


Classical with 710...@2a6 = 73 


A: 
LP 4 aaa, 4d7 
Now A1: 13 &c4 
A2: 13 Sh1 


13 @h1 seems to be the more 
accurate move. There is another 
possibility, 13 f4, which is also of - 
importance as it can arise by 
transposition from page 82, note 
to Black’s 12th move. 13 f4 3f6 
(13%... 15 14sc4 Qd4e wie 
@hl &f6 16 ef gf 17 Ba3 b6 18 
QhS5 Be7 19 De2 Ab7 was unclear 
in Mecking—Sumiacher, Mar del 
Plata 1971, 4—, 31 while 13... 
8b8 is reasonable but untested) 14 
Af3 (White is a tempo up compared 
with chapter 6, line D5, but it is 
not so easy to find a good use for 
the extra move — maybe 14 @h1!?) 
14...b6 15 Sc4 2a6 16 Bd3 
Bb8 17 8b1 b5 18 ab Oxb5 19 
Axb5 AxbS 20 Qd2 Oxe4! 21 
Axe4 Ad4+ 22 Shi Axc4 F, 
Furman—Tal, USSR Ch. 1959, %— 
¥%, 40 but White’s play was dreadful. 
Al; 
13 4c4 4e5 

Or 13... We7 14 @h1f5 15 Af4 
e5 16 Axe5 Axe5 17 Dxe5 Bxe5 
18 £4 4d4 19 e5! (19 Af3 b6 20 
Yc2 te3 21 tcl Bxcl 22 Saxcl 
Qa6 23 Bfel Bad8& +, Polugay- 
evsky—Ljubojevi¢é, Manila 1976, 
Y,—Vr, 28, while 19 265 Oxb5 20 
&xb5 Wxd1 21 Baxd1] Bxe4 22 
4xd6 He7 is unclear according to 
Minic) 19...de 20d6 e6 21 fe 
Qd7 22 2b5 Axb5 23 Dxb5 wxe5 
24 Bel Wf6 25 %d5 Sh8 26 d7 
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He7 27 Oc7! 8d8 28 Hxe6 &xb2 
29 Bael Hexd7 30 He8+ @g7 31 
Y4g8+ 1—0, Peev—Spassov, Bulgaria 
Ch. 1976. 

14 4e3 £5 

15 <ef 
It is important to make this ex- 
change before f4 since 15 f4 Of7 
16 ef allows 16... 2h6! 17 fg? 
(17 @h1 O@xf5 18 AxfS AxfS = 
was more sensible) 17... Ad4 18 
gh+ @h8 19 Bf3 Og4 20 &d3 wh4 
21 h3 Oxe3 22 Bxe3 Bxf4 23 4d1 
]xd5 24 Ba3 Dxe3 25 Dxe3 BFS 
26 Yb3 Axh7 27 Shi BeS5 28 Ogi 
Wh2+ 29 Sf2 Ag3+ 30 Sf3 
Re4t+ 31 O24 Bg8+ 0-1, Toth— 
Matulovic, Hungary 1972. 

Se... gf 


~~ 
RSS 
\ 
pop 
\ 


aWnae 


This type of pawn structure occurs 
frequently in the 12... 4d7 line. 
Black’s f-pawn is weak and his king 
is rather exposed while in return 
White’s d-pawn is a little shaky. | 
believe that White almost always 
stands better in this type of position 
and in practice he has very good 


ae 


results. This position is in fact 
relatively favourable for Black since 
his knight is much more effectively 
posted on g6 than on f7 (this ex- 
plains why Toth wanted to play 
15 £4). Nevertheless | would assess 
this position as =. 16... 27 is 
worse, for example 17 @h1 b6 18 
Ad3 46 (18... Dh6 19 De2 wh4? 
20 g3 Bf8 21 Yc2 Dg4 22 Dxg4 
Y4xe4 23 Ha3 Gh8 24 Be2 wh4 25 
&h5 Ad4 26 Re3 Bxd5 27 Axd4t+ 
cd 28 8d2 Ab7 29 Af3 1-0, 
Taimanov—Ree, Wijk aan Zee 1970) 
19 Y%c2 (19 Se2—g3 is another 
plan) 19... @h6 20 Qd2 Qd7 21 
Hf3 Be7 22 Bafl Sh8 23 8g3 
(planning BgS, which Black prepares 
to meet with... Af6) 23... 4f7 
24 Gh3 Bf8 25 Me2! De8 26 AhS 
W%e8 27 Oc4 Of6 (27... 8f6 28 
Sel!) 28 Oxd6 AaxdS 29 |f7+ 
Axf7 30 Sxd5 Be4 31 Bg3 4d8 
32 Ac3 De6 33 De7 Dd4 34 Dxgs 
1—0 Toth—Valenti, Italy Ch. 1977. 
17 Shi 
Spassky—Quinteros, Buenos Aires 
1979 continued 17 Qd3 Wf6 18 
Yc2 Bf8 19 Qd2 Ad7 20 Bael 
Bae8 21 Shi a6 22 a5 Db5 23 
4c4 ]2d4 24 &d1 “%—Y as Black 
has equalised. The 8f3 and Safl 
plan looks more dangerous than 
Bael while one may add that after 
Black’s . . . a6 White should allow 
. b5 and then play ab ab b3. 
iz wf6 
18 Ad3 Ad7 19 Y%c2 BF8 20 Ad2 
b6?! (Spassky—Quinteros, above, 
indicates that Black need not fear 


. 


a5 asareply to... a6, so this isa 
loss of time) 21 BHf3 Bae8 22 Hafl 
Sh8 (22... a6 23 Bh3 b5 24 ab 
ab 25 HhS5 is a tempo too slow for 
Black) 23 Bh3 De7 24 g4!? Wi7 
25 gf?! (25 Bh5) 25°... . Dexd5? 
(25... @xf5) 26 Dexd5 Dxd5 27 
Bxh7+ @xh7 28 f6+ @h8 29 fgt+ 
Sxg7 30 Bgit+ Sh8 31 Axd5 
Yxd5+ 32 Bg2 af5 33 &c3+! 
BeS5 (33... Wd4 34 &xf5) 34 
Axf5 Exf5 35 Wh3+ BhS 36 


Yc8+ Bh7 37 Wd7+ 1-0, 
Zoebisch—Honfi, Vienna Open 
1976. 
A2: 

13 @h1 b6 
Or 


1) 13...h5 14 £4 4f6 15 £5! (15 
h3 b6 16 8a3 Qa6 17 2xa6 Dxa6 
18 }f3 4b4 =, Najdorf—Garcia, 
Buenos Aires 1964) 15... gf 16 
Axh5 Be5 (16...fe 17 Adxe4 +—) 
17 Sc4 Bxe4 18 Oxe4 Dxe4 19 
Af3 b6 20 Axed fe 21 whS f6 22 
Ba3 De8 23 Hg3 a6 24 Oxdé6! 
1—0, Gligori¢—Karner, Ljubljana— 
Portoroz 1975. 

2)13...f5 14 ef gf 15 Dc4 De5 
16 @xe5! (exchanging a kingside 
defender) 16... &xe5 17 f4 &g7 
18 QhS BF8 19 Bf3 De8 20 Axes! 
Yxe8 21 Hg3 Qd7 22 Ad2 Bf6 23 
Yb3 Bg6 24 Bel Yd8 25 Ob5 Res 
26 Hge3 Af7 27 Be7 a6 28 Ac7 
Bb& 29 Wh3 Bg4 30 Yd3 Af6 31 
Wxf5 Hg6 32 Bd7 1—0, Gligori¢— 
Portisch, Manila 1974. An excellent 
game. 

14 Oc4 
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14 £4 (not so good) Of6 15 Af3 
a6 16 Bel We7 (16... Bb8 =) 
17 4b3 was Belyavsky—Rogulj, 
USSR 1977, 1—0, 81 and now 17 
... Bad8 = was better than 17... 
c4?!, 


A: ee ae5 
15 De3 Bb8 
153)... 5 16 f4 37 17 ceieon 


transposes to Al, note to Black’s 
16th move. 

16 &d2 a6 

17 4 , 
17 8b1 (less logical) 17 ...b5 18 
ab (18 b4c4 19 ab ab 20 Hal f5 
is unclear) 18... @xb5!_ 19 ]xb5 
ab 20 b4 c4 21 cl Ba8 22 Ac3 
Yb6 23 Yd2 Ba3 F, Bukic— 
Adorjan, Vrnjacka Banja 1972, 
0-1, 42. 

a )d7 
18 Oc4 Of6 19 Af3 + h5 20 
@xd6! Yxd6 21 e5 Wd8& 22 d6 
He6 23 ef Axf6 24 f5 gf 25 Ac6 
Bf8 26 Bxf5 Bd4 27 Bxh5 Bxd6 
28 Qd5 Af5 29 Bxf5! axf5 30 
We4t+ De7 31 De4 d8 32 fl 
Se5 33 Ac3 1—0, Gligori¢—Minic¢, 
Yugoslavia 1972. 
B: 

Wiese b6 
We have the same divergence as in 
A: 
B1: 13 Sh1 
B2: 13 4c4 


‘The move $h1 is not strictly neces- 


sary in this variation and it seems to 
me that 2c4 is more accurate. 
However, both lines demand precise 
play from Black. 
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13 a5? b5! 14 )xb5 OfxdS 15 ed 
(15 Oxc7 Oxc7 #) 15... Mab 16 
4)c3 Axc3 17 Axa6 Ad4+ 18 Shl 
4)xa6 F is a good trap, Despotovié— 


JanoSevic, Yugoslavia Ch. 1970, 
0-1, 48. 
B1: 

13 Shi Hb8 


13 ...We7 (an irrelevant move) 14 
4\c4 a6 15 2g5 Axc4 16 Axc4 a6 
17 4d3 Y%d7 18 Bfbi h6 19 2d2 
Heb8 20 Wf1! (preventing . . . b5) 
witha very good position for White, 
Voiculescu—Neamtu, Rumania Ch. 
1977, 4-0, 37. 
13... @d7 transposes to A2. 

14 3c4 
14 Hb1 (White prepares b4 but 
allows Black too free a hand) 14... 
a6 15 %c2b5 16 ab ab 17 b4 cb?! 
(17... c4 =) 18 Bxb4 (the fun 
begins).18 ... @fxd5 19 ed Axc3 
20 &xc3 Aaxd5 21 Yd4 Oxb4 22 
Qb2 Be5 23 &xb4 Bxe2 24 De4 
Bxb2 25 &xb2 Qe6 26 Hdl b4 
27 Of6t+ Sf8 28 Daxh7+ Se7 29 
Wi6+ Sd7 30 Bf4 Bb6 31 Og5 
Sc7 32 Oxf7 Wt8? (32... we7 33 
4)g5 &b3 34 8c1+ 8c6 and Black 
shouldn’t lose) 33 Og5! wg8 34 
Ye3 Qd7 35 Bclt+ Sb7 36 Be4t+ 
1-0 (time), Ivanov—Tschargov, 
USSR 1971 — White should win in 
the final position. 


(eee Rab 
15 25 (10) 
15... h6 ° 


Commonly played, but possibly not 
best. 


1) 15 . . . Yd7 (probably best) 16 


FA. 


Bb1 ( 16 Yd2 &xc4 17 Axc4 a6 
18 &d3 bS 19.ab ab 20 b4? c4 21 
S&c2 Ba8 22 Me3? Bxal 23)8xal 
@fxdS 24 ed Axc3 25 Yxc3 Axd5 
26 %4d4 Axe3 27 2e4 d5 28 Bxe3 de 
0—1, Enklaar—Szabo, Amsterdam 
1972 with 20 Ba7 being equal — if 
16 b3 OHS 17 Bcl f6 18 Be3 f5 
19 g4 Qxc4 20bcfg 21 fg Of6 was 
balanced in Portisch—Nunn, London 
1982, O-1, 59) 16... &xc4 
17 &xc4 a6 18 b4 bS 19 Ad3 (19 
ab ab 20 Q2d3c4 21 &c2 is good 
for White, but 19 . . . @xb5! 
equalizes) 19...c4(19...h6 20 
Rh4 cb 21 Bxb4 Og4 22 Wd2 DeS 
23 Re2g5 24 Af2 ba 25 Bxa4 was 
good for White in Schmidt—Rogulj, 
Lodz 1980, 1—0, 58 — note 24... 
a5 25 &xb5!, a typical stratagem) 
20 &c2 ba! 21 Qxa4 DbS 22 HDe2 
Yc7 23 Axb5 ab 24 Hd4 Od7 F 
Kane—Enklaar, Skopje 1972, O—1, 
37: 

A general point worth making is 
that if it is possible Black should 
exchange his c7 knight for White’s 
c3 knight. The piece on c7 has very 
little future and can come back into 


ZZ 


play only with great difficulty but 
the c3 knight is a useful blockader. 
This can often be achieved by 
recapturing on b5 with the knight 
in reply to ab or, as here, by... ba 
followed by .. . b5. We have seen 
these ideas in Buki¢—Adorjan (see 
A2) as well as in 1 above. 
2) 15 . . . &xc4 (a bad idea) 16 
Axc4 a6 17 Wd3! (17 We2 trans- 
poses to the main line after 17... 
Wc8 18 Af4 AF8 and is less accurate) 
17... %c8 18 Af4 AF8 19 Babi 
®d7 (19... Y%b7 20 b4 bS fails to 
21 ab ab 22 Dxb5 Oxb5 23 bc) 20 
b4 b5 (desperation) 21 ab cb 22 
Hxb4 with a pawn more, Browne— 
Torre, Manila 1976, 1—0, 41. 

16 &d2 
16 Se3 (16 Bh4 is similar to 1 
above after 16... %d7) may be 
slightly better, for example 16... 
Axc4 (16... Yd7 is possible after 
any bishop move but if Black is 
going to play it he should do so at 
move 15, when White cannot gain 
a tempo to cover his c3 knight with 
¥d2) 17 &xc4 a6 18 Wd3 (a better 
square than e2, which explains why 
Se3 may be better than &d2) 18 
... Wc8 19 Af4 Bd8 (19... AF8 
20 Bab1 &b7 21 b4b5S again loses 
to 22 ab ab 23 @xb5) 20 Babi Af8 
21 b4 @d7 22 Bd2 Sh7 23 Be2 
4e8 24 b5 a5 + and White, having 
blocked the queenside, was able to 
sweep through in the centre, 
Polugayevsky—Bouaziz, Riga 1979, 
1—0, 49. 

Nowe Axc4 


Classical with 70...9a6 17 


17 Qxc4 = a6 

18 Ye2 Wc8 
Or 18 ...b5 19 ab ab 20 2xb5 
Ofxd5 21 Ba7! Oxb5! (21. 
Be7? 22 2a5 Db6 23 Axc7 Bxc7 
24 Ba6|+,|Bukic—Planinc, Yugo- 
slavia 1970, 1—0, 40) 22 &xb5 Be7 
23 Bxe7 Oxe7 24 &c3, + according 
to Bukic. 

19 Af4 Af8 
and we have the examples: 
20 Bab1 Sh5 (20... %b7 attacking 
the d5 pawn and threatening . . . b5 
seems reasonable for Black) 21 &d2 
f5 22 g4! with a clear plus for 
White, Petrosian—Schmidt, Zurich 
1961, 1—0, 31 although in fact 
Black’s h-pawn was on h7 in this 
game. 
20 Bfd1 Yb7 21 Sa3 4d7 (21... 
b5 is answered by 22 8b3! b4 23 
4b1 rather than 22 ab ab 23 @xb5 
]xb5 24 8b3 d4 25 Bxd4 xb3 
26 Axb3 cd) 22 8b3, Lund—From, 
corr. 1976 and now 22... g5 (22 
... 4e5? 23 Qxe5 BxeS 24 f4 
Hee8 25 e5) 23 &g3 DeS is unclear. 
B2: 

13 4c4 

14 2g5 
Most common, but other moves are 
possible: 
1) 14 f42! Dh5! 15 Be3 (15 
Axd6? Axc4 16 &xc7 Axe2 wins) 
f5 with good play for Black, 
Kchouk—Forintos, Havana 1966, 
1—0, 41. 
2) 14 a3? Afxd5! 15 Axa6 Oxc3 
16 Y%d3 Dxa4 17 AbS Dxb?2 is 
winning for Black. 


Rab 
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3) 14 Qd2 Yd7 15 He3 (there are 
other moves!) &xe2 16 Yxe2 a6 
17 Hab1 b5 18 b3 (18 b4? cb 19 
Bxb4 a5 since the exchange sacrifice 
on b5 has no effect without a 
white-squared bishop) OhS 19 g3 
f5! +, Danielsen—Filipowicz, Ros- 
kilde 1978, O—1, 41. 
4) 14 Bb1 8b8 (14... &xc4 15 
Axc4 Bd7 16 Ad2 a6 17 b4 cb 18 
Bxb4 We7 19 Sh Bec8 20 we2 
b5! was good for Black in Adamski— 
Matulovic, Lugano 1968, 0—1, 36 
but 16 4b5 looks better) 15 2g5 
Yed7 (15... h6!?) 16 b4 &xc4 17 
Axc4 a6 18 b5 h6 19 Ah4 ab 20 
4&)xb5? (why exchange the bad 
knight on c7? 20 ab must be good 
for White) xe4! 21 fe Sxe4 
+, Gligoric—Szabo, Yugoslavia— 
Hungary 1962, O—1, 31. 

142. h6 
Or 14... Wd7 (14... Axc4 15 
Axc4 a6 16 Yd3 pins Black down) 
15 Hb1 (distinctly more logical 
than 15 %d2 or 15 Sh1, which have 
also been played here) &xc4 16 
Axc4 a6 17b4b5 (17... Bb8 18 
b5 transposes to Gligori¢—Szabo 
above) 18 ab ab (in distinction to 
Bl, 18 . . . &xb5 drops a pawn to 
19 &xb5 ab 20 bc) 19 &d3c4 20 
Sc2 Ha3 21 He2 Sa2 22 Sh1 Da8 
23 Qcl Ob6 24 Hc3 Ba6 25 Ab2 
Yb7 26 f4 + and White’s plan has 
succeeded perfectly, Evans—Kane, 
USA Ch. 1973, 1—0, 40. 

15 &e3 (17) 
Others: 
1) 15 Qd2 Axc4 16 Axc4 a6 17 


Hb1 (17 hl 2d7_ +18 Sb Bb8 
19 We2 Wc8 20b4b5! 21 ab cb 
22 Bxb4 Qxc3 23 Axc3 ab F, 
Gligorié—Matulovi¢c, Belgrade 1969, 
Y—Y, 36) 17... 8d7 18b4b5 19 
Qd3 Bab8 (Black’s plan of avoiding 
... C4 is worthy of note) 20 a5 We7 
21 f4 cb! 22 Hxb4 Qd7 23 wf3 
Bbc8 = 24 4d1?! Bed8! (Hort 
plays imaginatively in this game — 
here he solves the problem of the 
knight on c7) 25 Bb1 De8 26 Of2 
4c5 27 &c2 DAf6 28 Ab4 Be8 29 
Bfel Ofd7 +, L. Popov—Hort, Wijk 
aan Zee 1975, 0—1, 50. 

2) 15 &h4 Wd7 (15... Axc4 16 
Qxc4 g5?! 17 A2fF2 a6 18 Bel Dd7 
19 Af1 DeS 20 He2! Dc4 21 Og3 
@xb2 22 %c2b5 23 abab 24Hxa8 
Yxa8 25 Of5 +, Belyavsky— 
Rogulj, USSR—Yugoslavia 1977, 
1—0, 59 but 16... a6 was better as 
17 Yd2? Dxe4 18 Dxe4 Bxh4 19 
@xd6 t4d4+ is good for Black while 
17 ¥4d3 g5 followed by... Oh5 is 
unclear) 16 Wd2 (16 g4? Oxg4! 17 
fg Qxc3 18 bc Bxe4 19h3 Axc4 20 
Axc4 Bxc4 21 Yd2 Bxg4+! was 
winning in Farago—Lim, Kikinda 


1o720—-1,,31) 16. . > Bxcd 17 
&xc4 a6 with equality as 18 Axf6 
Axf6 19 &xh6 b5 and 18 &d3 Dh5 
are fine for Black. &h4 has the prob- 
lem of allowing ... Mh5—f4 so Re3 
has been predominant in practice. 
See sixc4 

1) 15... Wd7 16 Wd2 Sh7 17 
Bab1 Qxc4 18 &xc4 a6 transposes 
to the main line. 

2) 15... 8b8 (Black can also 
consider this after other bishop 
moves by White) 16 Wd2 (16 @h1 
transposes to B1, note to White’s 
16th move) 16 ...@h7 17 Sabl 
(17 b3 We7 18 Hael Dd7 19 f4 
&xc3 !? 20 &xc3 Of6 21 Af3 
xe4 22 Qxe4 Bxe4 and now 23 
4xd6 &xd5 24 4xe8 Bxe8 25 Bf2 
Wf5 is roughly equal but Niklasson— 
Poulsson, Oslo 1977 concluded 23 
Qxc5?! Bxd5 24 2a3 Ab7 25 wc2 
Yd4+ 26@h1 4d5 27 Bxe8 Axe8 
28 2b2 Db4 29 cl Bd5 30 Bgl 
4d3 31 Wd2 Dxf4 32 Bxd5 Axd5 
33 Qxd6 Be2 0-1) 17... Axc4 
18 Axc4 a6 19 b4 (19 ¥d3 allows 
19... b5!2 20 ab ab 21 Oxb5 
@xb5 22 &xb5 Axd5 when 23 
Wxd5 Bxb5 24 &xf7 d5 and 23 
Axe8 Dxe3 24 Axf7 Dxfl 25 
&xfl &f6 are rather unclear —note 
that 25 e5 in the latter line is met 
by 25 ... 695) 19...b5 20 ab 
(20 Me2 cb?! 21 Bxb4 a5 22 
Bxb5! Oxb5 23 &xb5 Be7 24 
4e2 Beb7 25 4d4 +, Botterill— 
JanoSevic, Birmingham 1975, 1—0, 
39 but 20 .. . c4 is similar to the 
main line of this note) 20... ab 
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21 Se2 (21 Qd3? fails to 21... 
Afxd5!) 21...c4 22 Bal (22 Adi 
was played in Zoebisch—Waller, 
Vienna Ch. 1978 when Black 
should have continued with 22... 
Be7 23 Qc2 wh8! since 24 De2? 
@fxd5! 25 ed Bbe& 26 Bed f5 is 
+) 22...8a8 234d4 wWe7 
(tortuous. 23 ... Be7 and Wh8 still 
looks reasonable) 24 g3 Wf8 (?— 
Matulovi¢é, but he gives no 
improvement) 25 8xa8 Bxa8 26 f4 
Qd7 27 Qxg7 Yxg7 28 Ag4 i, 
Reshevsky—Matulovic, Palma 1970, 
*A—h, 41. 

3) 15... DhW5!2 16 Yd2 g5 17 g4 
Af6 18 Af2 (18 h4 is more danger- 
ous) 18... &xc4 19 &xc4 4d7 20 
4d1 w4f6! with double-edged play is 
an interesting but untested line, 


Portisch—Raina, Hungary 1980, 
0-1, 48. 

16 Axc4 = a6 

17 Yd2 Bh7 

18 Bab1 Yd7 


18 ... 8b8 transposes to line 2 in 
the note to Black’s 15th move. 
19 b4 b5 
20 Me2 
20 ab ab 21 Re2 c4 22 Ad4 Be7 
23 Ad1 Ha3 gave Black counterplay 
down the a-file in Zaltsman— 
Dzhindzhihashvili, Lone Pine 1980, 
4h, 65. 
2ONGee c4 
20...cb 21 Bxb4 Beb8 22 ab ab 
23 Bfb1 Ba5 24 Ad4 Ye7 25 Axb5 
winning a pawn, Hamann—Fedder, 
Denmark Ch. 1972, 1—0, 52. 
Dpraa 2) 
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with three examples: 

1) 21... We7 22 2d4 wf8 23 Od) 
4d7 (23... Wh8!?) 24 Axg7 wxg7 
25 &c2 Be7 26 Bbel De8 27 f4 
and Black was gradually pushed 


back, Reshevsky—Garcia, Buenos 
Aires 1970, 1—0, 57. 

2) 21... 2g8 22 2d4 Qxd4+ 23 
Yxd4 f5 24 Qd1 g7 25 4d2 fe 
26 xe4 BeS5 27 9c3 Bae8 28 
Qc2 Sh8 =, Ree—Evans, Amsterdam 
1971, “ZY, 39. 

3) 21... Be7 22 Bbel (22 Qdi— 
c2 as in the other examples is 
possible) Ye8 23 Qd4 Wh8!' 24 
Bd1 Dce8 25 Yc2 Dd7 26 Axg7 
@xg7 27f4f5 28 Af3 fe 29 Qxe4 
Ye8 =, Holm—Filipowicz, Skopje 
1972, O—1, 41. One gains the 
impression that Black is slightly 
worse but that his position should 
be defensible. 


3. Classical with 10... 2g4 


This is an unambitious but solid 
way for Black to play against the 
Classical. Black aims to exchange 
the c8 bishop, always a bit of a 
problem in the Benoni, as soon as 
possible to give himself more room 
to manoeuvre. If the exchange is 
on f3 Black no longer has to worry 
about ®d2—c4, although in the 
longer term he will have to” be 
careful on account of White’s two 
bishops. If, on the other hand, the 
knight on f3 moves away there will 
be an exchange on e2. Although 
this is White’s bad bishop it does 
have an important function in 
holding up .. . b5 so it is not clear 
who benefits from this exchange. 
Perhaps the main criticism which 
can be levelled at the . .. &g4 
system is that Black does nothing 
to obstruct the active development 
of White’s cl bishop. 

1d4 4f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 44c3 
ed 5cd d6 6e4 26 7 4f3 Qg7 8 
Re2 0—0 90-0 


Saree a6 
It is probably slightly more accurate 
to play ... a6 before ... &g4, 


since White can sometimes omit a4 


and play for a central breakthrough 
if it is delayed. After9...2g4 we 
have the lines: ; 

1) 10 h3 Axf3 11 Axf3a6 (11... 
Abd7 12 Af4 De8& 13 Yd2 a6 14 
Qg5 Qf6 15 Axf6 Dexf6 16 Bael 
He8 17 Qd1! b5 18 &c2c4 19 
f4 +, Gligori¢—Matulovic, Palma 
1967, 1—0, 42) 12 Bf4 e8 (12... 
BHe8 13 Hel Dfd7 14 a4 is good 
for White) 13 a4 @d7 14 Me2 e7 
(14... %c7 15 Hcl Bb8 16 b3 
Def6 17 %4c2, Negulescu—Nielsen, 
corr. 1978 and Black has simply 
lost two tempi compared with D 
below, but 0—1, 45) 15 Yc2 4c7 
16 Bfel Bab8 17 Afl Bfe8 (17... 
b5 18 ab ab 19 a7) 18 Yd2 2d4 
19 Shi Bf8 20 Ah6 Qg7 21 Axg7 
Yyxg7 22 f4 +, Polugayevsky— 
Vilela, Buenos Aires 1978, 1—0, 
41. 

2) 10 AF4 Be8 (10... He8 11 Hd2 
is clearly bad, while 10...2a6 11 
h3 Qxf3 12 Qxf3 Sb6 13 Hcl 
Bfe8 14 b3 Bad8 Bel was = in 
Bagirov—Duri¢, Tallin 1981, 
1-0, 45) 11 h3 (11 Qd2 Qxe2 
12 Yxe2 DhS5 13 Qe3 Dd7 14 g4 
\)f6 15 h3 4b6, Didishko— 
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Kapengut, Minsk 1978, 0—1, 29 
and now 16 a4 attempting to reach 
A below was best) 11... &xf3 (11 

. \xe4?, which works with... 
a6 and a4 interposed, here fails to 
12 hg &xc3 13 Bb5! Axb2 14 
Axe8 Yxe8 15 Bel Axal 16 Yxal 
f5 17 Bh6 We7 18 D5 BeS5 19 
Yb1 &xd5 20 Bxe4 1—0, Korchnoi 
—Lutikov, Tbilisi 1959) 12 Axf3 
b5?! (12... a6 13 Bel is good for 
White) 13 Oxb5 Axe4 14%a4 Axb2 
15 &c7 Axal 16 Bxal Of6 17 Oxa8 
Abd7 18 Wxa7 &xa8 19 &xa8 
Bxa8 20 &xd6 +—, Sapi—Honfi, 
Hungary 1971, 1—0, 32. 
3) 10 Qg5 h6 (10...a6 11 Bd2 
Qxe2 12 Yxe2 Be8 13 a4 Dbd7 
leads to B below) 11 &h4 Yb6 12 
Bb1 (with ...a6 and a4 interposed 
White could simply play wWc2 
followed by a5 as Black would not 
have the reply .. . a6) 12... 
Dod7 13 QBd2 Axe2 14 Wxe2 
Hae8 15 hi (15 Bfel OhS 16 
Wh DeS 17 Dc4 Ya6 18 Dxe5 
Yyxfit+ 19 Bxfl AxeS +, Mochalov 
—Kapengut, USSR 1972, 0—1, 53) 
15... @xe4 16 Dcxe4 f5 17 &g3 
fe 18 fel e3! +, Peshina— 
Kapengut, USSR 1977, 0—1, 38. 10 
Ag5 seems to be White’s least 
favourable option after 9... Ag4. 
4) 10 ]d2 Qxe2 11 Bxe2 Be8 (11 

. a6 12 a4 is C below) 12 4c4 
(12 f3 Mbd7 =) 12... b5 13 Bxb5 
4xe4 14 Wc2 a6 15 Bc3 Oxc3 16 
bc Wf6 17 Qd2 Od7 +, Bagirov— 
Karasev, USSR 1974, 0-1, 44. 

10 a4 


10 eS de 11 Dxe5 Hbd7 (11... 

4xd5? 12 &xf7 +) 12 Axd7 Axd7 

13 2g5 Bc8 14 a4 He8 affords 

Black easy equality, Dorfman— 

Dolmatov, USSR 1981, O—1, 30. 
LO Rg4 
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> 11 af4 
: 11 2g5 
: 11-442 
7193 
> Viewed 
Of these, the first two probably 
give White an advantage, but Black 
should equalise against the last 
three. 
A: 


Now we have: 


mMOOD> 


11 Af4 
This position has acquired added 
importance in recent years as it 
often arises by transposition from 
systems involving an early Af4 
(chapter 12). 

ae. He8 
Or 
1) 11... . &xf3 (there is a school 
of thought that claims Black should 
play . .. &xf3 against both Af4 and 
£g5, before White gets a chance to 


play 4d2) 12 &xf3 and now: 

1a) 12... Wc7 «13 Wc2 (13 Bc 
4)bd7 14 b4 Hfe8 15 a5 Mb8 16 
be @xc5_ 17 a4 Oxa4 18 Yxa4 +, 
D. Byrne—Reshevsky, New York 
1956, 1-0, 40) 13... Qbd7 14 
Bael (14 b3!?) 14...¢4 15 Me2 
Bac8 16 &g5 h6 17 &hé4 is similar 
to D, except that White has not 
wasted a move on h3. Here however, 
White’s set-up is not especially 
effective so the position is equal, 
Agzamov—Psakhis, Baku 1979, 
1—0, 41. 

1b) 12... e8 13 Yd2 d7 14 
g5 Af6 15 h4!? Sc7 16 Be2 De8 
17 Sf4 Be7 18 Bfel BeS 19 we4 
Ye7 20 wg3 QxgS 21 hg and White 
is better, Zaid Vladimirov, Alma- 
Ata 1977, O—1, 41 — clearly 12... 
4e8 involves too great a loss of 
time. 

1c) 12... %e7 13 Yd2 Abd7 14 
Hael e8 15 Qg5 AF6 16h4 Dc7 
17 Se2 Bab8 18 f4 is similarly 
good for White, Rashkovsky— 
Haritonov, Sochi 1979, 1—0, 31. 
1d) 12... Se8 (the most natural) 
13 Hel (13 Yd2 Yc7 14 a5 Dbd7 
15 Ba4 c4 16 Bfal De5 17 Be2 
Afd7 18 &xeS5 Dxe5 19 £4 Bc5+ 
20 @h1 Ah6 is unclear, Patterson— 
Povah, England 1977, O—1, 34) 13 
...We7 14 &c2 (145 is awkward, 
e.g. 14...de 15 d6 &d7 16 Bxe5 
Bxe5 17 Axe5 Dc6 18 Axf6 Axf6 
19 De4 WF5 20 Oxf6+ Bxf6 21 
&xc6 with the better ending for 
White, Gheorghiu—Kaplan, Lugano 
1968, 4—%, 64) Dbd7 15 a5 Babs 
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16 &e2 and White is better, Bot- 
terill—Povah, England 1977 — again 
the position is like D, but with an 
extra move for White. 
2) 11... OhS 12 Og5 M6 13 Bd2 
@Qd7 14 a5 Yc7 15 h3 Axf3 16 
Axf3 Dhf6 and Black has just 
wasted time, Zaid—Kasparov, 
Moscow 1977 1—0, 88. 
3) 11... We7 12 Bd2 (12 %c2 
@bd7 13 Bfel c4! 14 Sad1 Bac8 
15 h3 &xf3 16 Axf3 De5 17 Re2 
@fd7 =, Pachman—Kaplan, Puerto 
Rico 1968, %—Y, 43 while 14 &xc4 
Axf3 15 gf De5 16 Be2 DhS gives 
Black a dangerous attack) 12... 
&xe2 13 Yxe2 Dh5 14 Qe3 Dd7 
15 g4 Dhf6 16 f3 De8 (16... Bes 
may transpose into Korchnoi— 
Torre, see b on page 25) 17 @h1 c7 
18 c4 with just an edge for White, 
Buki¢—Cebalo, Yugoslavia Ch. 
1980, 1—0, 36. 

12 Od2 
Or 12 Y%c2 (12 h3? Oxe4! wins a 
pawn, e.g. 13 Oxe4 Hxe4 14 Og5 
We8 15 Qd3 Axf3 16 Bxf3 Bb4 
—+, Uhlmann—F ischer, Palma 1970, 
O—1, 34) 12... Wc7 (12... Be7 is 
quite logical as the e-pawn is rather 
weak, Donner—Planinc, Amsterdam 
1973 continuing 13 Bfel Dbd7 14 
h3 &xf3 15 Qxf3 c4 16a5 Dc5F, 
0—1, 35 — note 13 h3? 4xe4!, but 
12...0h5 13 Qg5 &c7 14 h3 
Axf3 15 &xf3 Af6 is essentially 
the same as B with 11... &xf3, 
which is £) 13 Bfel (13 b3 Sbd7 
14 Bfel Bab8 15 a5 Bbc8 16 Ad2 
c4!? 17 bc Bc5 =, Tukmakov—Tal, 
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USSR Ch. 1971, O—1, 39 or 13 a5 
4)bd7 14 Ha4 Bac8?! 15 b3c4 16 
Bxc4 Yxa5 17 Axd6 Bxc4 18 be 
4)c5 +, Eperjesi—Sapi, Hungary Ch. 
1977, 0O—1, 40) 13... @bd7 14 a5 
Hab8 15 d2 (15 h3 Axf3 16 
&xf3 65 17 ab Bxb6 18 Ha2 Bebs 
=, Tal—Stein, USSR 1971, %-Y, 
41) 15... &xe2 16 Hxe2 2e5 17 
4d1 DhS 18 Me3 We7 (18... b5S 
19 ab &xb6 looks more natural) 19 
f3 4f6 20 Ba3 Of4 21 Axf4 Bxf4 
22 Hb3 +, Eperjesi—Perenyi, Hun- 
gary 1980, 1—0, 39. 


2 ee Axe2 
13 exe2 @®h5 
14 Qe3 Ad7 


14...66 (14... &d4 seems well 
met by 15 4c4 when 15... &xc3 
16 bc Bxe4 17 d3 Be8 18 Babl 
gives White very good compensation 
for the pawn) 15 g4 Of6 16 Af4 
Ba7 17 c4 is very uncomfortable 
for Black, Korchnoi—Mini¢, Erevan 
1971, 1—0, 39. 


15 a5 
15 g4 Ohf6 and now: 
1) 16 f3 h6 (16... Yc7 17 Af4 


He5 18 &g3 Bac8 19 a5 c4 20 
AxeS Hxe5 21 @h1h5 22 h3 hg 
23 hg d8 #, O’Kelly—Miles, 
Malta 1973, 0-1, 41 but 17 a5! is 
much better, transposing to 
Gligori¢—Miles below while 16... 
4b6 answering 17 a5 with 17... 
©fxd5! achieves nothing after 17 
@hi or 17 %d3 Hc8 18 a5 — 
Kasparov’s 16. . . h6 is designed to 
play .. . e5 which at the moment 
is met by 17 g5 DhS 18 f4 when 
the © on h5 is out of play) 17 Sh1 
&e5 18 Bgl b5!? (a typical Kas- 
parov move to confuse the issue) 19 
g5 (Il am sure that White is better 
somewhere in the complications — 
perhaps he should take the pawn at 
once) hg 20 &xg5c4 21 ab ab 22 
Bxa8 Yxa8 23 Oxb5 Yb8 (now the 
game is just unclear — Kasparov 
himself assesses it as +), Portisch— 
Kasparov, Moscow 1981, 4—V, 48. 
2) 16 h3ee7 (16... nS 1796 
Dh7 18 f4 Qd4 19 Shi Axe3 20 
Yxe3 b6 21 Oc4 was good for 
White, Szabo—Kosanski, Sarajevo 
1972, 1—0, 41 while 16... b6 17 
f4 h6 18 Sael?! bS! 19 Yf3 Bb8 
20 ab ab was = in Postovsky— 
Pukshanksy, corr. 1978, 1—0O, 46 
but 18 &d3 was £) 17 AF4 Ob6 18 
Wd3 Ofd7 19 a5 Dc8 20 Hc4 He5 
21 Qxe5 QxeS 22 Da4 Qd4 =, 
Tukmakov—Semeniuk, USSR 1977, 
Y—h, 40. 

3) 16 aS h5! 17 h3 (if 17 g5 4g4) 
hg 18 hg eS 19 f3 Bc8 (19... 
Yd7 20 g2 Bab8 21 Af4 Dh7 
22 Bh1, Sahovic —Cabrilo, Vrnjacka 


Banja 1981, 1—0, 40 saved two 
tempi on Ree’s play but was still 
only equal for white) 20 Ha4 &d7 
21 @g2 Dh7 22 Baal f5 #, Ree— 
Portisch, Teesside 1972, 4—%, 31. 
After 15 a5 we have the continu- 
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a) 15... Y%c7 16 4 (16h3 is also 
possible — Donner—O. Rodriguez, 
Cienfuegos 1973 continued with 
the amazing 16...f5 17 ef Og3 
18 fg Bxe3 19 Yg4 2d4 20 Shi 
4e5 21 W&h4 but White is better 
and 1—0, 57) 16... Shf6 17 f3 
He5 (17... 65 18 ab Axb6 19 
hi Yo7 20 Ba2 Ofd7 21 8fal 
Qd4, L. Bronstein—Tringov, Buenos 
Aires 1978, O—1, 33 and now 
Neikirch’s suggestion 22 4d1! 
defending b2 and e3 and menacing 
the a-pawn is good for White) 18 
@hi Bac8 19 Ha4 (19 h3 h6 20 f4 
4ed7 21 W%g2 Bb8 22 gi b5 23 
ab Bxb6 24 Ha2 was again good 
for White in Torre—Green, Welling- 
ton 1978) 19...h5 20g5 Dh7 21 
f4 Dd7 22 e5! de 23 f5 +, Gligori¢ 
Miles, Hastings 1973/4, 1—0, 46. 
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b) 15... %e7 16 Bact?! (not very 
incisive — Osnos suggest 16 Bfe1 
and Zaitsev 16 8a3, but not 16 g4? 


&xc3 17 be Dhf6) 16. . . Bf8 
(Zaitsev suggests 16 . . . Wf8 to 
answer 17 g4 with 17... £5!? while 
Hartston suggests 16... &d4) 17 g4 


@hf6 18 2g5 b5 19 ab Axb6 20 
Wf3 h6 21 A&h4 eS unclear, 
Korchnoi—Torre, Leningrad 1973, 
1—0, 43. 

c) 15... 8b8 16 8a4 &f6 17 g3 
We7 18 Hcl He5?! 19f44d7 20 
g4 Df6, Podgayets—Gofstein, USSR 
1977, 0—1, 35 and now 21 Hel is 
good for White according to Gufeld. 
d) 15... Yh4 16 c4 (16 Of3 
We7 is fine for Black) 16... Of4 
17 Wf3?! (17 Axf4! Bxf4 18 g3 
Wf6 19 £4 Ye7 20 Hael leaves 
Black with very little counterplay) 
17...@e5 18 DxeS5 AxeS5 19 g3 
Bh5 20 &xhS @xh5 21 a4 =, 


Belyavsky—Kasparov, USSR = Ch. 
1979, 1—0, 35. 
e) 15... Ad4 16 g4 Dhf6 (this line 


is critical but White seems to be 
better with accurate play) 17 f3 b5 
(17...h5 18 g5 axd5 19 Oxd5 
Yxg5+ 20 Sh1 doesn’t work) 18 
ab @xb6 19 4d1 Dbxd5 (it would 
be nice to preface this by 19...h5 
20 h3 hg 21 hg when the extra 
exposure of White’s king would 
render the sacrifice sound, but 19 

.. HS is met by 20 Yf2! and owing 
to the weakness of f7 Black has no 
reasonable reply) 20 ed @xd5 21 
4c4 f5 22 f4! fg (22... a7 23 
ef gf 24 Sh1 +—) 23 Ba3 Axe3 
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24 Dcxe3 Yd7 25 Hge2h5 26 Shi 
+, Korchnoi—Nunn, London 1980, 
1-0, 40. 
In view of these lines it is not at all 
clear how Black equalises against 11 
Af4. 
B: 
11 2g5 4bd7 

Once again Black can exchange on 
f3 at once: 11... &xf3 12 Axf3 
Abd7 (12...h6 13 AFf4! is more 
or less the same as A, note to Black’s 
11th move while 12... He8 13 
Yc2 Dbd7 14 Me2 Ya5 15 b3 He7 
16 Qd2 Bae8 17 Shl Bc7, Tim- 
man—Kavalek, Wijk aan Zee 1975, 
Y%e—Yo, 47 gives White a permanent 
plus, but Black’s position is fairly 
solid) 13 &d2 (13 a5 Be8 14 Hel 
Wo7 15 %c2c4 16 Ba4?b5 17 ab 
4)xb6 was fine for Black, Hamann— 
Soos, Lucerne 1979, 0—1, 40) 13 

. He8 (13....c4 14 Be2 Bc7 15 
Shi DcS 16 %e3 Afe8 17 f3 Db3 
+, Stahiberg—Spassky, Goteborg 
1955, O—1, 36 but 15 WFf4! is a vast 
improvement, followed by a5 and 
Bfcl) 14 Bael c4 15 Wf4 Be7 16 
Yh4 Yf8 17 Qdl h6 18 Ad2 
4)c5 and Black has more or less 
equalised, Gligori¢é —Najdorf, Manila 
1973, %—", 40. It seems to me that 
there is more point to the immediate 
exchange here than in A since the 
bishop on g5 is not so well posted 
to support a quick eS. An interesting 
idea is 11... h6 and if 12 Qh4 
Axf3 is much better as Black 
doesn’t get tied up by Wd2 as in the 
above examples, while if 12 Af4 He8 


13 d2 Qe2 14 Wxe2 etc., when 
the extra move. . . h6 has its pros 
and cons. Black cannot easily play 

. &d4, for example, but in 
Portisch—Kasparov (see note to 
White’s 15th in A) Black played... 


h6 voluntarily. 
12 Qd2 Axe2 
13 &xe2 He8 


13....W%c7 14f4 Bae8 15 Bf3 h6 
16 Qh4 Dh7 17 a5 f5 18 ef Bxf5 
19 Dde4 Dhf8 20 g4 Bf7 21 weg2 
with advantage, Olafsson—Yanofsky, 
Dallas 1957, 1—0, 35. 
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14 f4 

The transposition 14 Hael Y&c7 15 
f4 is also possible, for example 15 

. 65 (15... h6 is answered by 16 
Ah4 rather than 16 Axf6?! Axf6 
17 e5 de 18 f5 e4! 19 fg fg 20 
Sdxe4 Sg7 21 Shi Hed =, 
Spassky—Balashov, Moscow 1971, 
%—%r, 36 while although 15... 
Hab8 led to a quick win in Panczyk— 
Pedersen, Groningen 1977/8 after 
16 eS de 17 Axf6 Axf6 18 f5 e4 
19 2dxe4 2e5? 20 fg hg 21 d6! 
Wc6 22 %c4 Bf8 23 Dd5 Sg7 24 


GY 


Vy 


)e7 Yb6 25 gS AF6 26 Hg4 1-0 
we can see from Spassky—Balashov 
that 19 . . . @g7 was the correct 
move, with equality, so in fact after 
15... Hab8 16 &f3 may be the 
most accurate move, with play 
similar to Timman—Nunn below) 
16 ab ab 17 Yxb5 (17 Oxb5 wb6 
‘18 @h1 axdS 19 Ba3 Bb4 20 
4ac4 Yc6 21 DFf3 d5 =, Gligorié— 
Ree, Amsterdam 1971, 4%—4, 27) 
17... Bab&8 and now 18 &c6! 
gives White some advantage accor- 
ding to Gligori¢. However, 14 f4, 


avoiding these lines, gives Black 
less choice. 
14... &c7 
15 wf3 c4 
16 Shi 
za 
17 x 4 a 
8 | 2a 
47 & 
7 OR 


SN 
nS 
SS 


Black was threatening the immediate 
. . 65 based on the fork ... &b6+. 
The position after 16 @hi has 
occurred four times in master play. 
There are many problems unresolved 
but | believe that an assessment of 
2 is fair: 
1) 16... b6 (feeble) 17 Bael h6 
18 &xf6 Oxf6 19e5 Dh7 20 Dde4 
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de 21 f5 Yd7 22 fg fg 23 &g3 g5 
24 We3 Hab8 25 d6 with strong 
pressure, Gligorié -Hartoch, Amster- 
dam 1971, 1—0, 47. 
2) 16... Bac8 17 Bael b8 (a 
rather tortuous way of playing for 

. b5, especially as the queen 
returns in a couple of moves) 18 
Axf6 (the immediate 18 e5 de 19 
f5 as in Timman—Nunn_ below 
looks better) Axf6 19 e5 de 20 f5 
Wc7 21 Dde4 Axe4 22 Dxe4 wd7! 
=, Gligori¢—Pfleger, Hastings 1971/ 
2, Y—", 37. ; 
3) 16... Hab8 17 Bael b5 18 ab 
ab 19 e5 de 20 f5 (20 Axf6 Axf6 
21 f5 b4 22 Sce4 Dxd5 23 Hcl gf 
24 YxfS 2e3 +, Amos—Piasetski, 
Canada Ch. 1972, O—1, 36) 20... 
Ef8? (it was essential to play 20. . 
e4 followed by ...2e5 with only a 
small plus for White) 21 Sde4 (the 
rest of the game is a model of how 
White should play such positions) 
21...8b6 22 Bdl Dxe4 23 Dxe4 
f6 24 Me3 Ba6 25 g4 g5 26h4 
h6 27 hg fg 28 d6 Yd8 29 Hd5 b4 
30 f6! (another clearance sacrifice) 
Axf6 31 8b5 Qg7 32 Bxf8+ Oxf8 
33 Bxb4 Bal+ 34 @h2 WaS 35 
Qc5 Bfl 36d7 Bf4 37 dl 8h4+ 
38 Sg3 Yd8 39 Yd5+ Sh7 40 
Eb7 4g6 41 Ba7 Of4 42 was 
Yxa8 43 8xa8 De6 44 Hes 
4xc5 45 axc5 Af6 46 Hf8 1-0, 
Timman—Nunn, London 1975. 
C; 

11 4d2 Axe2 
12 Yxe2 

White’s plan is similar to the last 
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two lines but here he is handicapped 
by having his bishop blocked in on 
Gls, 

eae. @bd7 
The most logical, preparing to 
challenge the knight on c4, 

13 Dc4 
13 a5 (13 f4 8e8 is similar to 
variation 1 on page 51) 13... &c7 
(13... 8e8 14 2c4 We7 15 Bel 
He5 looks + after 16 Db6 followed 
by £4) 14 4c4 transposes to 14... 
Y%c7 below, but without allowing 
14... Ye7 (which may be best). 


This move-order is an idea of 
Korchnoi. 

(3. 4)b6 

14 4e3 


14 4a3 (14 &g5, or, indeed, any 
other move allowing the exchange 
of knights, gives Black no problems) 
14... Be8 (14... Bxa4!? 15 Oxa4 
b5 is possible) 15 %c2 We7 (also 
15... .@xa4!?) 16 £3 OhS? (totally 
pointless) 17 g4 Of6 18 Qf4 Ofd7 
19 a5 c8 20 4c4 with a clear plus, 
Lukov—Velikov, Stara Zagora 1977, 
1-0, 51. 
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1) 14... 8e8 15 f3 (15 a5 Sbd7 
16 2c4 He5 17 4b6 is better for 
White than the main line since the 
rook must move to the useless 
square b8 rather than e8) Hb8 16 
@h1 DhS 17 g4 Of4 18 Bc2 2, 
Gligori¢—Campos-Lopez, San An- 
tonio 1972, 1-0, 72. 

2) 14...%c7 15a5 Abd7 16 Bc4 
b5 17 ab Oxb6 18 a5 (18 Oxd6 
Yxd6 19 e5 &d7 20 ef Axf6 21 
Bxa6 Qxc3 22 bc Bxa6 23 Yxab 
@xd5, Henley—Ree, Lone Pine 
1978 and 18 Af4 axc4 19 %xc4 
Yb6 20 Ba2 Bfe8 21 Bb1 g4 22 
h3 Be5 23 Wl c4, Larsen—Nunn, 
London 1973 are both equal and 
both ended in draws) Bfe8 19 wc2 
Ofd7 20 Xe3 DeS 21 Af4 with 
just an edge for White, Korchnoi— 
van Wijgerden, Dutch Ch. 1977, 
1—0, 41. 


15 a5 4)bd7 
16 2c4 4)e5 
17 2b6 


Or 17 Oxe5 Yxe5 18 f4 (18 Ad2 
Bfe8 19 Sfel?! d7 20 Ba4 We7 
=, Napolitano—Endzelins, corr. 
1978, O—1, 46) Ye7 19 Qd2 Bfes8 
20 Bael Bd7 21 Shi bS 22 ab 


Qxb6 23 Wd3 Wb7 =, Nemet— 


Rajkovic, Yugoslavia Ch. 1975, 
1—0, 40. 

Viger Bae8 

18 Qg5 h6 


18 ...&c7 19f3h6 20 Ad2 Ded7 
21 Oc4 He5 22 He3 Sh5 23 g3 
Of6 24 g2 is slightly better for 
White, Donner—Browne, Amster- 


dam 1972, 4—-%, 57. After 18... 
h6 19 Bh4 (19 Qd2 Dfd7 20 
4)ba4? f5 21 8a3?! fe 22 Dxe4 
2c4! +, lvkov—Rajkovi¢é, Yugoslavia 
1976, O—1, 37 with 20 )xd7 = and 
21 ef + as improvements) 19... 
Wc7 20 f4 Ded7 21 2c4, Kovacs— 
Nicevski, Decin 1978, 1—O, 62 and 
now 21... @xe4! 22 xe4 f5 23 
@cxd6 Yxd6 24 Yxd6 8xe2 with 
an unclear position was best. 
D: 

11 h3 Axf3 

12 &xf3 ®bd7 
12... 8e8 is possible but .. 
is the most flexible. 

13 af4 


. Mbd7 


Or 
1) 13 a5 Be8 14 Af4 De5 gives 
Black an easier time since he doesn’t 
need to move his queen and can 
continue with ... 8c8,...c4 and 

..2d3 or... af6—d7—c5. 
2) 13 Yc2 Be8 14 Od2?! c4 15 
Re3 Bc8 16 a5 4c5 with at least 
equality for Black, Nikolac— 
Rajkovic¢, Yugoslavia 1978, O—1, 46. 
Of course 14 &f4 Se5 would be 
similar to 1. 
3) 13 gS Mc7 14 Yc2 c4 leaves 
the white bishop less effectively 
placed. 

eee Yc7 

Or 
1) 13... Me8 (unnecessarily passive) 
14 Me2 Wc7 (14... Be7 15 Hc2 
b6 16 Ah2Z 4c7 17 f4 Bae8 18 AF3 
b5 19 ab ab 20 Ba7 Hd8 21 e5 +-, 
Polugayevsky—Tomson, USSR 1962, 
1—0, 28) 15 Yc2 (15 Bc c4 is less 
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clear) and Black will soon have to 
return to f6 with his knight, wasting 
two tempi. 
2) 13... We7 14 Hel Hfe8 (14... 
Bac8 15 a5 c4 16 Ba4 e5 17 
Rxe5 Hxe5 18 He2 2%, Bukic— 
Hulak, Yugoslavia Ch. 1978 or 14 

.- De8?! 15 %c2b6 16 Re2 Dc7 
17 QAf1 Bab& 18 Yd2 Bfc8 19 Gh 
b5 20 ab ab =, O’Kelly—Korchnoi, 
Havana 1969, %—%, 62 but 15 a5 
looks better) 15 Yc2 c4 16 a5?! 
(16 &e2 was essential) 16... @c5 
17 BHe2 Sfd7 18 a3 Ob3 19 wd 
4e5 and Black is better, Donner— 
Planinc, Amsterdam 1973, O—1, 35. 
Both 13. . eveand 13. . er 
are reliable continuations. 

14 %c2 

14 a5 Bfe8 15 Yd2 Hac8 16 g4 
proved too ambitious in Vaganian— 
Tal, USSR Ch. 1971 after 16... 
He7! 17 Bfel De8 18 Qg2 Bbs 
19 Q2g5 Qf6 20 Axf6 Dexf6 21 f4 
c4 22 Shi De8 23 Ba4b5 24 ab 
Bxb6 25 Heal Wb8 +, O—1, 33. 
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42... c4 
The most common line is 14... 
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Efe8, although I regard the text as 


more accurate. After 14... Hfe8 
we have: 

1) 15 a5 and now: 

1a) 15 ...¢4 16 Sb1 (if this is 


really White’s best move Black must 
stand well but 16 Ba4 Se5 17 Qxe5 
Bxe5 18 )b1 Bae8 19 Da3 Oxe4 
20 Bxc4 We7 was also ¥ in Portisch 
—Kasparov, Tilburg 1981, 4—, 41) 
16... 4c5 (16... . Hac8 is also 
good) 17 &xc4 Ofxe4 18 Ha2 f5 
19 4d2 (19 b4 He6!) 19... Axd2 
20 &xd2 Hac8 21 Bel +, 4—-Y, 
Portisch—T imman, Hastings 1969/70. 
1b) 15... Be7 16 g4 (ambitious — 
16 Bfel is less committal) 16... 
h6 17 &g2 Bae8 18 Ag3 Dh7 19 
Ab1 (19 f4c4) 19... 25 20 4d2 
4e5 with a double-edged position, 
Taimanov—Stein, USSR Ch. 1971, 
O—1, 61. 

1c) 15... 8e5 16 Me2 Dfd7 17 
Md2 c4 18 a4 4c5 19 b6 Bad8 
20 &c3 is equal, Ree—Keene, 
Havana 1966, —', 37. 

1d) 15... Bac8 16 Ba4 He5 17 
Me2 Ye7 18 Bel Ofd7 19 b3 wf6 
20 &d2 and White has an advantage 
since Black’s . . . c4 has been 
prevented, Portisch—Honfi, Hungary 
Che 1901. 

As we can see from these lines, ... 
c4 is the vital move which starts 
Black’s counterplay so it is most 
sensible to play it at once, on move 
14, 

2) 15 g4 h6 16 2g3 c4 17 Me2 
Bac8 18 Bacl cS 19 Sg2b5 20 
ab ab 21 f3 Yb6 22 b4 Ba8 23 


Hal %e5 with active play for Black, 
Vaisman—Ghizdavu, Rumania 1973, 
0-1, 36. 
3) 15 b3 (a very logical move, but 
weakening the c3 square is of 
course rather risky) 15... c4 16 
b4 He7?! (too slow — the right line 
was 16... @e5 17 Qe2 Bac8 18 
Qd2 Sd3 19 Axd3 cd 20 Yxd3 
Yc4 with good play) 17 Bfel Bae8 
18 Bab1 h6 19 Ah2 DeS 20 Re2 
+, Dieks—Nunn, Groningen 1974/5, 
1-0, 38. 

15 te2 
15 Bact?! cS 16 4e2 b5 17 ab 
ab 18 b4 cb 19 Bxb3 Wb6 20 &c2 
®fd7 21 2e3 b4 22 Bbl b3 23 
Y%d1 b2 +, Malich—Nunn, Budapest 
1978, 0-1, 43. 

eae Bfe8 
16 Bfel (16 £3? bS! 17 Me3 Bb7 
18 b4 a5! +, Hgi—Nunn, Sweden 
1971/2, O-1, 31) 16... Be7 17 
Bad! 8b8 18 a5 Bbe8! 19 Bd4 
YxaS 20 Qxd6 Bxe4! 21 Eddi 
Wb6 22 Dxe4 DAxe4 23 Og4 Dxd6 
24 Bxe8+ 4xe8 +, Uhlmann— 
Portisch, Hastings 1970/1, “%—\, 
46. 
White’s practical results after 11 h3 
are very poor and it is impossible 
to recommend this line. 
E: 

1a5 Abd7 
12 Bel Be8 13 h3 Qxf3 14 Axf3 
c4! is similar to 13 a5 in D — Black 
has a fully satisfactory game, 
Sanchez—Hutchings, Haifa 1976, 
Y—V, 30. 
In summary we may conclude that 


Black should investigate further the 
lines with immediate . . . &xf3 
against &f4 and &g5 (White’s only 
dangerous moves), since D is so 
satisfactory for Black that even 
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with the loss of a tempo Black may 
still be equal. Other lines against 
Af4 and &g5 (allowing 4d2) seem 
to be falling short of equality at 
the moment. 


4. Classical: other lines 


In this chapter we examine some 
less common lines in which White 
adopts the classical e4, Of3, Qe2 
set-up. The reader should be careful 
to note the many transportations 
which occur to other chapters. 
1d4 4f6 2c4c5 3 d5e6 44c3 
ed 5 cd d6 6 e4 g6 7 Of3 Qg7 
8 Re2 0-0 

9 0-0 
Or 9 2g5 (9 Qf4 is the note to 
White’s 8th move on page 113) h6 
and now: 
1) 10 Ah4 g5 11 &g3 OHS 12 Hd2 
4)xg3_ 13 hg reaching variation 2 on 
page 95. 
2) 10 Me3 bS (10... Og4 11 Ad2 
f5 12 ef &xf5 is not so effective as 
in the next line since Black will 
have to play ...g5 at some point 
anyway) 11 &Axb5 (11 e5 Dg4 is 
fine for Black) 11... Oxe4 12 
4)xe4 Wa5+ 13 Oc3 (13 wd2 YxbS 
14 )xd6 %xb2 15 Bcl &xd2+ 16 
4)xd2 a6 is good for Black, 
Sverdlovsk—Miskolc, corr. 1958/9, 
O> 1 20)) 13728 .Rxedt+~ 14k 
Yxb5 15 Yb3 Ra6 16 Yxb5 
Axb5 17 Sd2 Qd3 18 &xh6 
Be8t+t 19 Sdl 4d7 and Black 


is better despite White’s extra pawn, 
Donner—Portisch, Lugano 1968, 
0—1, 37. 
3) 10 Af4 g5 11 Be3 Hg4 (11... 
b5! seems even better than above 
since Black’s h-pawn is not hanging) 
12 &d2 and now both 12... f5 13 
h3 Of6 14 ef Axf5 15 2e3 Dab 
16 0-0 Oc7 17 a4 %d7, Palmason— 
Matulovic, Havana 1966, O—1, 45 
and 12... 4d7 13 0-0 Sde5 14 
Hel f5 15 ef &xf5 16 Dc2 wd7, 
UhIlmann—Gromek, Zinnowitz 
1966, 2—V2, 73 are fine for Black. 

= Be3 
Playing 9... @bd7 or 9... Dab 
makes less sense as White has the 
chance to develop his cl bishop 
actively. A few examples: 
1)9...@bd7 10 &g5 h6 11 Bh4 
Ye7 (11... 8e8 12 4d2 is variation 
1b on page 94 12 d2 g5 13 &g3 
4)c5 with three examples: 
la) 14 f4 gf 15 Qxf4 Og6 16 Ag3 
4)d7 17 c4 Ad4+ 18 Af2 Axf2+ 
19 &xf2 was good for White in 
Botterill—Century, British Ch. 1977, 
1—0, 48. 
1b) 14 Bel a6 15 a4 Bb8 16h3 
Bd8 17 Yc2 Ye8 18 a5 We7 


a 


(White’s slow Hel plan only looks 
enough for equality but Black has 
wasted so much time that White is 
better again) 19 Qd1 g4 20 hg 
Axg4 21 He3 +, Ftacnik—Sikora, 
CSSR Ch. 1980, 1—0, 29. 
1c) 14 Yc2 a6 15 a4 Ofd7 16 
d1 2g6 17 Qg4 Ad4 18 Ac4z, 
Polugayevsky—Kapengut, USSR 
1975, 1—0, 45. 
2)9...8a6 10 Af4 (10 Og5 h6 
11 2h4 g5 12 &g3 D5 13 Dd2 
2)xg3 14 hg is also promising since 
Black’s knight can no_ longer 
control e5, but White must be 
careful, e.g. 14...2c7 15 g4? bS5! 
16 @xb5 Bxb5 17 Axb5 Bb8 18 
Ad3 Bxb2 19 4c4 Bb4 F, Voicu- 
lescu—Ungureanu, Rumania Ch. 
1977, 0-1, 38 — instead 15 a4 is 
correct) 10... Dh5S?! 11 QgS f6 
12 Acl1 Ah& 13 Del Dg7 14 f4 
4)c7 15 f3 with an excellent 
position for White, Karaklai¢— 
Tatai, Wijk aan Zee 1967, 1—0, 30. 
10 %c2 
After 10 2d2 there are two lines we 
have not so far considered: 
1) 10. ..a6 11 a4 b6 (Black plans 
to play .. . Ba7—e7 but if White 
supports e4 with f3 this doesn’t get 
very far) and now: 
1a) 12 f4 (Black gets counterplay 
after this) 12... 8a7 13 Af3 Hae7 
14 4c4 (14 h3 bS 15 ab ab 16 
4)xb5 2a6 17 Bxa6 Oxa6 18 e5 de 
19 d6 &b6 20 de c4+ 21 Shi 
Yxb5 22 fe YxeS 23 2xc4 Yxe7 
a Bronstein—Benko, Belgrade 


~~?) 


1965, 2—h, 42 while 14 Y%c2 and 
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14 Hel can also be reasonably met 
by 14...b5) 14... xe4 15 
@xe4 Bxe4 16 Axe4 Bxe4 17 &b3 
(17 De3 Ad4 18 Wf3 Ye8 19 Hel 
&b7 is fine for Black) 17... &g4 
and Black has sufficient play for his 
sacrifice. 

1b) 12 f3 (12 Y%c2 is another poss- 
ibility) 12 ... Mbd7 (.. . Sa7—e7 
is pointless now so Black reverts 
back to normal ideas having com- 
mitted White to the not especially 
helpful move f3) 13 2c4 4e5. 14 
He3 Bb8 15 f4 (15 Bb1 Wc7 16 
Qd2 c4 17 Shi bS 18 ab ab 19 
b4 Ad7 20 4c2 8a8 with chances 
for both sides, W. Schmidt— 
Karlsson, Helsinki 1981, 4—%, 52) 
15...Qed7 16 &c2 Of8 (16... 
b5 17 ab ab 18 Axb5 Dxe4 19 
&xe4 Bxb5 20 Oxd6) 17 Ad2 
Ye7 18 Bael +, de Carbonnel— 
Ljungdahl, corr. 1968-71, 1—0, 52. 
2) 10... b6 and now: 

2a) 11 f3 Ma6 (11... a6 12 a4 
@bd7 is 1b above while if 11... 
4)a6 then 12 c4 and 13 Af4) 12 
fxa6 Oxa6 13 Oc4 Bd7 (13... 
®c7 14 Sf4 Qf8 15 a4 OhS 16 
&e3 and now both 16... 8b8 17 
Wd2 Bb7 18 g44g7 19 225 f6 20 
Bh4 a6 21 £4, Garcia—Szabo, Tel 
Aviv 1964, 1—0, 95 and 16... &d7 
17 g4 g7 18 e5 BxeS 19 xeS5 de 
20 a5, Flesch—Honfi, Kesckemet 
1970, 1—0O, 65 were very good for 
White) 14 a4 Qc7 15 Af4 AFf8 and 
now 16 &g5 DhS 17 g4 4g7 
18 e5 +, R. Byrne—Evans, USA Ch. 
1963/4 or 16 g4 Bad8 17 Yd2 b5 
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18 ab Oxb5 19 Oxb5 Bxb5 20 
Y%d3 +, Donner—Janosevic, Venice 
1967, 1—0, 46. 

2b) 11 a4 (not so accurate, perhaps) 
11...8a6(11...2a6 12 f3 Db4 
13 Dc4 a6 14 Af4 AFB 15 g4h5 
16 h3 hg 17 hg Dh7 18 Bf2 Ba7 
19 Bh2 with a tremendous position 
for White, lvkov—Korchnoi, Palma 
de Mallorca 1972, but O—1, 43) 12 
&b5 and White keeps a slight 
advantage after 12 ... &xb5 13 ab 
oni12...8e7 13 Bel. 

2c) 11 f4 transposes to chapter 6, 
line D2, 
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1) 10...a6 11 a4 Qg4 will trans- 
pose to other lines, e.g. 12 Af4 is 
chapter 3, line A, note to White’s 
12th or 12 h3 Axf3 13 Axf3 DAbd7 
reaching page 29, note to White’s 
13th, variation 2. 

2) 10... &g4 11 Af4 is similar 
aiter 11 ...a6but notdl .. aaa 
12 &xf3 a6 when 13 Bfel prevents 
13 ...05 dueto 14 65. 

3) 10... Abd7 11 Af4 Be7 12 


4)d2 e5 is similar to positions in 
chapter 12, e.g. line A2, note to 
White’s 10th move — White Is better. 
4) 10...a6 11 a4 Sbd7 — the 
same comment applies to this. 

11 Bel 
Nemet, who is the only person 
currently playing 10 %c2, always 
plays 11 Bel. The alternatives: 
1) 11 a3 and now: 
Ja) 11... 4c7 12 Bel (12 2g5 h6 
13 &f4 bS and 12 Od2 a6 13 a4 
Hb8 are equal) 12... We7 (12... 
Bb8 13 &f4 b5 was fine for Black 
in Veksler—Shestoperov, USSR 
1973 but of course White should 
play 13 a4) 13 Qg5 h6 14 Ah4 g5 
15 2g3 DHS 16 Bad1 Oxg3 17 hg 
=, Korchnoi—Bilek, Sousse 1967, 
1—0, 57. 
1b) 11... Ag4 12 Of4c4(12... 
ADh5 13 2g5 f6 14 Ad2 f5 15 h3 
fe 16 hg ef 17 Axf3 Of6 18 g5 
Ad7 19 He4 £, Hort—Nicevski, 
Skopje 1968, 1—0, 38) 13 &xc4 
Axf3 14 gf DHS 15 Ag3 BeS 16 
Qb5 Bf8 17 Axa6 ba 18 Axe5 de 
19 Se2 Bb8 20 Radi Yg5+ 21 
@h1 Bfc8 22 Dc3 “Y—Y, Resh- 
evsky—Nicevski, Skopje 1976. The 
pawn sacrifice . . .c4 occurs several 
times in this variation — the 
breaking up of White’s kingside 
almost always gives Black enough 
play for the pawn. 
2)a11 SPA Sed (11 aes: 12 
Qg5 f6 13 Be3 f5 14225 Of6 15 
Ab5 Qd7 16 Qxd7 Bxd7 17ef gf 
18 &xf6 Axf6é =, Gliksman— 
Janosevic, Sarajevo 1969, 1—0, 35 


j 


CMmtl wa... £24 12 h3 @xf3 13 
Axf3 Sb6 14 a3 c4 15 Da4 Bc7 
16 2c3 Wd7! 17 Be2 Bac8 18 
Bfel bS =, Donner—Nunn, Anglo- 
Dutch match 1977, 0-1, 31 are 
reasonable alternatives with 12 Bel 
in the latter variation transposing to 
the main line) 12 %b1 Dh5 (the 
sacrifice 12 ...2xe4 13 Dxe4 Af5 
14 Ofd2 4xd5, played in famous 
game Averbakh—Tal, USSR Ch. 
1958, O—1, 35, is now known to be 
inadequate after 15 &g3! but 12... 
Ye7 is possible, when not 13 2d2? 
@fxd5! 14 ed AfS 15 Yd1 Axc3 
16 be @xd5 17 Qb5 Dxf4 18 
Axe8 Bxe8 19 Bel Oh3+ 20 gh 
Ye5+ 21 Shi Bxel+ 22 xel 
Axh3 23 We4 Bxd2 —+, Donner— 
Robatsch, Wijk aan Zee 1962, 0—1, 
52 nor 13 a3 @xe4 14 ab Dxc3 15 
bc Yxe2 16 Hel eb5 unclear, but 
simply 13 Bel when 13... 2xe4 
14 Ab5 Of5 fails to 15 Axe8 Hxe8 
16 ]xe4 Axe4 17 Axd6 — this has 
yet to be tested, however: finally 
there is 12... &g4 when 13 a3 Dao 
14 Bel c4! 15 h3 &xf3 16 Axf3 
4)c5 17 Be2 4b3 18 Ba2 Od4 19 
He3 b5 + was Gliksman—Matulovic, 
Sarajevo 1976, O—1, 37, but White 
should take the pawn as in Reshev- 
sky—Nicevski above although as in 
that game Black has enough for the 
pawn) 13 &g5 f6 14. 2e3 f5 15 a3 
(15 2b5? fe 16 Axe8 ef + is 
unwise but 15 &g5 Sf6 16 Axf6 
@xf6 17 Ab5 fe 18 Axe8 ef 19 
&xg6 hg 20 Yxg6+ Gh8 21 Bfel 
was agreed drawn at this point in 
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Eperjesi—Horvath, Hungary Ch. 
1978 although the position is very 
unclear — if Black prefers to avoid 
this then 15 . . . &b6 is worth 
investigating) 15... fe (15... ..f4 
16 2d2 a6 17 Bel g5.was good 
for Black in Andersen—Pfleger, 
Copenhagen 1967 but 16 &xc5! 
@xd5 17 @xd5 de 18 Hd1 is the 
critical line and looks dangerous for 
Black) 16 g5 (16 ab ef 17 Axf3 
cb 18 He4 =) 16... 4d3 17 
AxhS (17 Dgxe4 Oxb2) 17... gh 
18 Dcxe4 (18 Agxe4 c4 19 Wd 
AfS 20 Wf3?! Bd7 21 g5, 
Portisch—Adamski, Raach 1969, 
1—0, 30 and now 21... Hf8! was 
¥ according to Portisch) 18 ...c4 
and after 19 %c2 h6 20 &xc4 e5 
21 Yc2 hg 22 4xg5 Bf6 23 Hh7+ 
Sf8 24 Yxh5 &g6, Ree—Tringov, 
Titovo Uzice 1966, O—1, 40 and 19 
Y4d1 2g4 20 Yd2h6 21 De6 Axeb6 
22 de Bxe6 23 2g3 d5, Tatai— 
Bouaziz, Siegen 1970, O—1, 37 
Black had a winning position. 
Summing up, Black has more than 
one satisfactory line against 11 &f4. 
White should try 15 &g5 or else he 
might end up worse. 
3) 11 &g5 h6 12 Bh4 and now 12 
... &g4 is safe. 

ieee Ag4 
Or 
1) 11... 2b4 12 &b3 (12 Bb1 
fg4 13 &f4 cA! is fine for Black) 
12... g4 (not 12... 2xe4? 13 
Qb5 nor 12... b6?!) 13 a3 Oa6 
14 Qb5 Be7 15 h3 De8 16 AF4 
and White stands well, Pachman— 
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Soos, Titovo Uzice 1966, “%—%, 
47) and now Kozma—Polugayevsky, 
Kislovodsk 1972 continued 13 a3 
Axf3 14 gf Da6 15 Yxb7 Dc7 16 
Y%b3 DhS + and 0-1, 39 but of 
course White’s play was very 
weak — 13 &g5, 14 &xf3 and 16 
g5 all qualify as improvements 
but my impression is that Black’s 
position is satisfactory. 

2) 11... 4c7 (Black voluntarily 
renounces the chance of .. . 4b4) 
12 AF4 (not 12 Bd2? b5! 13 AxbS 
&fxd5 14 ed axb5 15 OF3 AFf5 
16 Yd1 Jd4 17 Oxd4 Axd4 18 
Ab5 Yh4 19 Bxe8+ Bxe8 20 
Axe8 Bxf2+ 21 Shl Be4 0-1, 
Dekeyser—Greiner, corr. 1978 but 
of course 12 a4 should be considered 
with Black replying . . . 2a6 again) 
12... 0h5 13 2g5 f6 14 2h4 25 
(14... 4f4 15 &c4 a6 16 a4 g5 
17 2g3 Dg6 18 a5+t, Portisch— 
Janogevicé, Skopje 1968, 1—0, 63) 
15 &g3 and, according to Portisch, 
White is slightly better. 
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4c5 is fine for Black and in fact 
Polugayevsky—Matulovic, Skopje 
1968 was agreed drawn here. 

After 12 &f4 there are various 
moves: 
1) 12...4b4 13 %b1 Oh5 14 
AgS (14 2e3 c4!) 14... Af6 15 
Me3! (15 Qh6?! c4! 16 a3 Axf3 
17 ab Axe2 18 Bxe2 g5! 19 e5 
Axe5 20 Wf5 f6 21 h4 Of4 22 
Be4 Wc8 +, Nemet—Antunac, 
Yugoslavia 1975, while 16 Axc4 
Qxf3 17 gf Ags 18 AxgS Mxg5+ 
19 Sh1 wh4 is also good for Black) 
15 ...¢c4 16a3 Qxf3 17 ab Axe2 
18 Bxe2 (the bishop is much better 
placed on e3) 18 ...a6 19 g4 Dg7 
20 %c2 hS 21 ghxh5 22 f4 Qg7 
23 Bfl Wh4 24 Bg2 Df6 25 e5 de 
26 f5 Dg4 27 Wed gf 28 Wxf5 with 
a decisive attack, Nemet—Doda, 
Stip 1978. 
2) 12...0h5 13 Qg5 Of6 (13... 
f6 14 Qd2 Db4 15 &b1 f5 16h3 
fe 17 hg ef 18 Qxf3 Bxei+o19 
Yxel OF6 20 g5 £, Filip—Janosevic, 
Wijk aan Zee 1970, 1—0, 34) 14 
Me3 (14 Qd2 is not so accurate) 
14... 4b4 15 Yd2 c4 (the con- 
ditions for the pawn sacrifice are 
very unfavourable here) 16 &xc4 
Axf3 17 gf Da6 18 De2 cS 19 
g3 Qg7 20 AxcS dc 21 f4 + 
Nemet—Rogulj, Yugoslavia Ch. 
1979, 1—0, 40. 
3) 12... c4! (the best, sacrificing 
at once without wasting time by 

. &b4—a6, which only drives 

White’s queen to a better position) 
13 Qxc4 Axf3 14 gf DhS 15 Qg3 


a 


Se5 16 Af1? (16 Ab5 as in Resh- 
evsky—Nicevski — see line 1b on 
page 34 — holds the balance) 16... 
Wf6 17 Bd2 cS 18 Bacl Af4 
19 He3 and Black is better, Nemet— 
Rogulj, Karlovac 1979, O—1, 39. 

4) 12 . . . Yb8!?, a suggestion of 
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Antunac intending . . . &xf3 and 
after the recapture with the bishop 
to play ... b5. However the move 
looks highly artificial and nobody 
has been tempted to play it. 

The conclusion is that 10 %c2 
poses few problems for Black. 


5. White plays g3 


At first sight the development of 
the bishop on g2 appears illogical 
for holding up ...b65 and... c4 
are important functions best carried 
out with the bishop on the f1—a6 
diagonal. But White’s knights can 
often carry out these blockading 
duties alone while the bishop on g2 
ably supports the e5 breakthrough. 
In this line White, as usual, aims 
firstly to restrain Black and only 
later does he play e4, f4 etc. White’s 
results have not been particularly 
good with this line, except for 
Sosonko, who always seems to win! 
Nevertheless it remains popular 
with many grandmasters. 

1d44f6 2c4c5 3d5 e6 44c3 
ed 5cdd6 6 Of3 

White can play 6 g3 first, but the 
knight is almost always developed 
on f3 later, since the manoeuvre 
4\d2—c4 is especially important in 
this line (blocking . . . c4). 


ee g6 

7 g3 Qg7 
8 Ag2 0—0 
9 0-0 BHe8 


At the present time the most 
popular move. There are many 
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alternatives: 

1) 9... We7 (it is tempting to avoid 
moving the rook — see the main 
line where the rook voluntarily 
returns to f8 from e8 — but as usual 
in the Benoni the queen is badly 
placed on e7) and now: 

1a) 10 &d2 Dbd7 11 Hc4 (11 a4 
OMhS5 12 e4He5 13 We2 fS 14 f4 
2g4 15 2c4, Hort—Nunn, Hastings 
1975/6, 1-0, 26 and now 15... 
Ad4+ 16 Shi Dhf6! was at least 
equal for Black; 11 h3 Oh5 12 @h2 
f5 13 f4 Ddf6 14 4c4 Qd7 15 a4 
Bab8 = Akopov—Podgayets, USSR 
1979, Y—"%, 43 of 11...66 12 a4 
Qa6 13 Bel De8 14 Db5 AxbS5 
15 ab 2c7 =, Donner—Petrosian, 
Goteborg 1955, O—1, 41; 118e1 


He5 12h3 Be8 13 &c2 c4 led to 
the ignominious 14 8f1 in Eales— 
Pritchett, Groningen 1970, 4—%, 
a2 but not 11... De82z! 12 e3!? 
Ac7 13a44a6 14 f44b4 15 Ac4 
4b6 16 2a3 +, Korchnoi—Kaplan, 
Hastings 1975/6) 11... 4e5 12 
@xe5 Yxe5 13 Af4 Ye7 with an 
edge for White. Kuzmin—Sjoberg, 
European Club Ch. 1980 went on 
14 cl b6 15 O25 He8 16 Of3 
intending &f4 (1—0, 33), but 14... 
Bb8 may be better. 

1b) 10 Af4 Abd7 11 e4 Og4 12 
Yd2 Dge5 13 Ah6 Oxf3+ 14 Axf3 
4e5 15 Be2 f5 =, Christiansen— 
Nunn, Hastings 1979/80, 42—\, 62. 
1c) 10 Bet! (White simply crashes 
through in the centre by e4 without 
bothering to move the knight from 
f3) 10 ...a6 11.a4 4bd7 12 e4 
Hb8 13 Afi! Be8 14 h3 OhS5? 
(makes matters worse, but Black 
had no active play) 15 g4 Dhf6 16 
Af4 +, Sosonko—Nunn, London 
1980, 1—0, 29. 

2) 9... a6 (the problem with this 
is that Black doesn’t cover e5 and 
so White’s e4—e5 gains in strength) 
10 h3 (10 d2 Hc7 +11 Dc4 and 
now 11... b5? loses to 12 2xd6! 
Yxd6 13 Af4 and 14 d6 while 11 
... Bb8 12 Af4 Dfe8 13 De4 is 
awkward — probably 11... &fe8 
12 a4 b6 is best when 13 %b3 2a6 
14 ]b5 Yd7 15 Bf4? Oxb5 16 ab 
Wxb5 17 &xb5 Bxb5 18 Oxd6 
A&xe2 F, Youngworth—Shamkovich, 
Lone Pine 1978, O—1, 30 and 
13 QAd2 Bb8 14 4b5 Oxb5 15 ab 
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Qc7 16 Sxa7 @xb5 =, Tal— 
Mnatsakanian, USSR 1959 are fine 
for Black) and now: 

2a) 10... @c7 11e44d7 (11... 
Be8 12 Bel a6 1304 Bb8 14 Qf4 
@h5 15 Qg5 f6 16 Ad2 Af8 was 
good for White in Csom—Suba, 
Hastings 1978/9, 4%—%, 74) 12 Bet 
(12 Af4 Ye7 13 Bel f6 14 Bb 
4e5 15 b4 cb 16 Hxb4 a6 17 
Bb1 4c5 £, Csom—Wedberg, Malta 
1980, 1—0, 55 is also reasonable) 
12... 4e8 13 Ags Af6 14 Be3 
Bb8 15 a4a6 16 Ofl Be7 17 Dd2 
&c7 18 f4b5 19 e5! £, Korchnoi— 
Tal, USSR Ch. 1962 and Korchnoi 
gives 18 4c4! De5 19 Dxe5 AxeS 
20 f4 &g7 21 e5 as being even 
better. 

2b) 10... He8?! 11 d2 Hc7 12 
4c4 a6 (12... 65? 13 Axdé! 
actually happened in Sosonko—G., 
Garcia, Las Palmas 1980) 13 &f4 
Af8 14 a4 Bb8 15e4b5 16 4a5! 
+, Sosonko—Ornstein, Haifa 1976, 
1—0, 30. 

2c) 10. . . Ad7 (an interesting idea 
which represents Black’s best chance 
in the 9... a6 line) 11 a4 (11 e4 
Y%c8 12 @h2 He8 13 Bel c4! 14 
e5 de 15 Oxe5 Af5 16 Ag5 Db4 
was quite good for Black in Marovic 
—Planinc, Amsterdam 1973, O—1, 
28 while 11 Qf4 Be8! 12 Hd2 AFf8 
13 e4b5 14 Bel, Korchnoi—Honfi, 
Baden-Baden 1981, 1—O, 26 is un- 
clear after 14... b4) 11... 4 
12 Af4 (12 Re3 BHe8 13 Hd2 DhS! 
14 Dde4 £5! 15 Dxd6 Bxe3 16 fe 
Yc7 17 Ddb5 &xg3 18 Bf3 weg5 
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was promising for Black in Padevski— 
Honfi, Majdanpek 1976, 4—%, 42 
while 144 4g3 15 fg Bxe3 15 &xc4 
Bxg3 17 Se4 8xg2+ is also 
unclear — 12 d2 and 12 Sd4 
remain untested) 12... Se8 (12 
. .. &b6! looks good) 13 Ad2 Oh5 
14 Qxd6 Axh3 15 Axh3 Bxd6 16 
@de4 Ye5 17 £4 4d4+ witn unclear 
play, Karsa—Honfi, Hungary 1977. 
Y%—Yr, 41, 

3) 9... 2g4 10 Dd2! Bd7 11 Hel 
or 11 a4 is = — it is not worth the 
time expended to exchange the g2 
bishop. 

4)9...b6 10 Af4 (10 Bel Beg 
11 &f4 a6 seems very illogical and 
in Zaitsev—Rashkovsky, Sochi 1976 
White was better after 12 e4 Og4 
13 a4 Ba7 14 h3 DeS 15 AxeS 
AxeS 16 Dxe5 de 17 Yb3, 1-0, 
58) 10... @e8 11 &d2 Hd7 12 
Ah6 and White stands well, Pfleger— 
Lengyel, Tel Aviv 1964. 

5) 9... @bd7 (the most likely out- 
come of this is a transposition to 
the main line after 10 Qd2 a6 11 
a4 Be8 but White can try to avoid 
4d2) 10 4d2 (10 Qf4 We7 11 
Bel a6 12 a4 Bb8& 13 e4 g4 and 
now 14 4d2 Sde5 15 Df1 Dc4 16 
We2 b5! 17 ab ab 18h3 DgeS =, 
Smyslov—Portisch, Hungary 1978, 
O—1, 40 and 14 Qf1 Oge5 15 Dd2 
He8 16 Qe3 f5 17 h3 Wf8 18 f4 
Of7 =, Inkiov—Ermenkov, Bulgaria 
Ch. 1977, 0-1, 49 are fine for 
Black, but 10 e4 is interesting, 
Ligterink—Nunn, Marbella 1982 
continuing 10...a6 11 Qf4 we7 


12 Bel Og4 13 Qg5 We8! 14 e5! 
Odxe5 15 Oxe5 Oxe5 16 £4 Og4!, 
a queen sacrifice good enough for 
a draw, but 0-1, 37 — 16... h6 is 
also possible) 10. ..a6 11 a4 8b8 
(this seems less accurate than 11... 
Be8) 12 4c4 4e8 13 a5 (13 Qf4 
)b6 14 a3 Qd7 15 a5 OBc8B 16 
]c4 2b5 17 &b3 Bd7 18 Da3 
a7 +, Savon—Kapengut, USSR 
1969) 13...4e5 (13...b65 14 ab 
@xb6 15 a5 is obviously bad) 14 
@b6 2c7 15 h3 and while Black 
may still equalise by 15... @b5 16 
Qd2 Be8 17 Bel d7 or 15... f5 
one suspects that White’s grip on 
the queenside should give him the 
advantage and that counterplay for 
Black could quickly dry up com- 
pletely. There seems to be near 
universal lack of confidence in this 
line since it has practically dis- 
appeared in recent years. 

6) 9 ...a6 10 a4 4bd7 (perhaps 
Black’s best move-order, since 11 
4)d2 merely transposes to the main 
line while the Qf4 system has less 
sting here) 11 Qf4 Wc7 (11... we7 
12 h3 Bb8 13 8b1 Be8 14 Hel 
@hS5 15 Ag5 Bf8 16e4b5 17 ab ab 
is unclear, Hausner—Cebalo, Banja 
Luka 1981) 12 e4 (12 Wd2 He8 
13 Bfcl Ob6 1464 Qf5 15 wa2 
Wd7 16 be dc 17 He5 Bd8 18 a5 
c8 19 4)c4 He4 is amess, Hausner— 
P. Stefanov, Hradec Kralove 1981) 
12... Be8 (12... Mg4 looks fine to 
me) 13 Yc2 Hb8 14.45 DS 15 
Re3 bS 16ab4xb6 17 h3! and now 
White isa little better, Polugayevsky— 


j 


Vaiser, Sochi 1981, 1—0, 54. 

10 Od2 
Or 
1) 10 h3 He4 (10... a6 11 a4 
@bd7 may very well transpose after 
12 2d2 but White may also try 12 
Sf4 when 12 ...%c7 13 &c2 Bb8 
14 a5 b5 15 ab Bxb6 16 Od2 Bb4 
17 a2 Bb&8 18 4c4 + was 
Kuzmin—Rodriguez, Riga 1979, 
1—0, 42 — 14... . h5 looks much 
better; 10...a6 1144 De4 is also 
possible) 11 Qxe4 (with ...a6 and 
a4 interposed White can try 12 Ha3 
here but 12... 4d7 13 @xe4 
Bxe4 14 4d2 Be8 15 Oc4 Db6 
16 2e3 2d7 “%—%, Hubner—Tal, 
Montreal 1979 was equal) 11... 
Bxe4 12 2g5 Wc7 (with... a6 and 
a4 again, Kuzmin—Sideif-Zaid, 
USSR 1st league 1980 went 13... 
WIS 14 Od2 Bb4 15 Ba2 Dd7 16 
b3 b5 17 ab Bxb5 18 4c44e5 19 
a5 +; it looks as though Black 
should omit . . . a6 in this line) 13 
Ad2 He8 14 Of4 (14 De4 Bxe4! 
15 &xe4 Axh3 16 Bg2 Axg2 17 
@xg2 &xb2 was already +F in 
Kuzmin—Tal, Riga 1979, J—1, 27) 
14...@d7 (14...b5 15 Be4 and 
now 15... Hxe4 16 &xe4 Axh3 
17 &g2 Axg2 18 Sxg2 Axb2 19 
Bb1 picks up the b-pawn) 15 2c4 
He5 164xe5 AxeS 17 AxeS Hxe5 
18 e4 +4, Kuzmin-Bouaziz, Riga 
1979, 1—0, 71. This line needs 
more tests but it certainly doesn’t 
look very dangerous for Black. 
2) 10 Af4 and now: 
2a) 10...a6 11a44e4 12 Dxe4 
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(12 Ba3 Qg4 13h3 Axf3 14 Axf3 
4f6 15 ¥c2 £, Kaminsky—Korchnoi 
USSR Ch. semi-final 1957, 0-1, 
41) 12... 8xe4 13 Bd2 Bb4 (13 
... &xf4 14 gf &xb2 doesn’t look 
sound) 14 4e4 (14 b3 &xal 15 
Yxal Bxf4 16 gf is unclear but 14 
Ha2! is simple and strong, e.g. 14... 
g5 15 Re3 f5 16 4f3 h6 17 h4 
with a clear plus for White) 14... 
h6 (14... . &h3 is well met by 15 
2g5) 15 Md2 (15 b3 is rather 
dangerous now) 15... Hxb2 16 
Y%4cl Bxd2 17 &xd2 f5 with double- 
edged play, Savon—Tal, USSR Cup 
1970, %-Y, 31. 

2b) 10...a6 11 a4 &g4 12 Bd2 
Qxf3 13 Axf3 %c7 14 Bfcl Dbd7 
15 b4! De5 16 Bxe5 Bxe5 17 be 
Yxc5 18 Hab1 +, Sosonko— 
Smejkal, Biel 1976, 1—0, 33. 

2c) 10...a6 1144 We7 12 Hel 
Abd7 13 h3! Bf8 14e4 Oh5 15 
Ad2 De5 16 g4 2, Mijuskovic— 
Sibarevi¢, Yugoslavia 1976, 1—0, 
40. 

2d) 10... DhS! (the most reliable 
move, but 10... a6 11 a44h5S is 
not so good, for example 11 &g5 
Yb6 13 &d2 4d7 14 a5 &c7 15 
Bfcl Bb8 16 b4 +, Hausner— 
Damljanovic, Banja Luka 1981, 1-0, 
47) 11 Sg5 Wb6 (11... 8d7 12 
e4 b5! 13 Bel b4 144a4 a6 15 
h3 &b7 16 a3 Of6 17 Dd2! Axd5!? 
with double-edged play, Sosonko— 
Smyslov, Tilburg 1977, Y—”, 41 
but 12 a4 was more critical, while 
11...8c7 12e4h6 13 2e3 Sd7 
14 4d2 a6 15 f4 was just bad for 
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Black in Odendahl—Barle, Lone 
Pine 1979, O—1, 50) 12 %d2 a6 
(12 . . . Ad7 led to double-edged 
play in Sosonko—Timman, Tilburg 
1979 after 13 h3 a6 14 Bacl Be5 
15 g4 Sf6 16 Dxe5 BxeS 17 b3 
Ad7 18 Shi Bf8! 19 f4 Bee8 20 
e4 Sh8, 0-1, 39) 13 h3 f6 14 Be3 
(14 Bh6 Axh6 15 Axh6 Yxb2 is 
unclear) 14... f5 15 Bab1 Qd7 
16 Ah6 Ah8 17 4g5 (17 Sh2 =) 
c4 18 e3 Hc5 19 b3 Yb4 20 Bfcl 
cb 21aba5 22 De6 Oxb3 23 dl 
a4 +, I. lvanov—Kapengut, USSR 
1977, O—1, 32. 

2e) 10... He4 11 Axe4 Bxe4 12 
@d2 Hb4 (better as White does not 
have Ha2 now) 13 a3 Bxf4 14 gf 
Bxb2 15 Ba2 Qg7 16 e4 Hab 
17 Bel b5 was unclear in Alburt— 
Peters, USA Ch. 1981, 0—1, 40. 


LO ae a6 
11 2 &bd7 
2 Is} 


Other moves are less dangerous 
by far: 
1) 12 c4 D6 (12... He5 134a3 
4)h5 leads to the note to Black’s 
12th move after 14 h3 while 14 e3?! 
is well met by 14...b5!, according 
to Hubner — one should note 12 
-..2e5 13 Oxe5 Bxe5 14€4 Be8 
15 h3 Hb& 16 a5 +, Veresov— 
Kapengut, USSR 1970, however) 
13 a3 (13 De3 Og4 is fine for 
Black) 13... &d7 14h3 (14 &b3? 
4)xa4! 15 )xa4 b5 16 4c3 64 17 
“abl be 18 xc3 Y&c7 ¥, Asmai- 
parashvili-Dvoris, USSR 1978, 
O—1, 48 while 14 a5 Dc8 15 4c4 


4 


Qb5 16 8b3 Axc4 17 Bxc4 b5 18 
ab @xb6 19 Wh4 4fd7! is at least 
level for Black: e.g. 20 &xd8 Hexd8 
21 Ba2 Bdb8 22 Hdl a5 +, Minev— 
Hulak, Pula 1975, 4%—%, 37 or 20 
gS M8 21 Ba2c4 22 Qe3 Yc7 
23 Ad4 Axd4 24 Wxd4 c5 =, 
Pyenkov—Psakis, USSR 1977. 
Finally 14 Q2d2 8b8 15 a5 4c8 16 
4)c4 ]g4 17 Hc2 De5 18 b3 AbS 
was equal in Furman—Kapengut, 
Moscow 1966) 14... Wc7 (14... 
Bb8 leads to the main line with 13 
. . . 266) 15 QF4?! (White falls into 
the same . . . &xa4 combination as 
above — 15 a5 would have been 
better, although still only equal) 15 
...- OhS 16 Ad2 axa4 17 Oxa4 b5 
18 g4 Of6 19 Bc3 b4 20 Yc2 ba 
21 8xa3 +, Cijanec—Puksanski, 
USSR 1978, 0-1, 34. 

2) 12 a5 b5 13 ab Oxb6 14 Ob3 
4c4 (better than the old move 14 
. . «Me? but 14... Qi ts an 
interesting idea, § Andrianov— 
Azmajparashvili, USSR 1978 con- 
tinuing 15 2aS5 De4! 16 Ba3 Yc7 
17 Bel Qd4 18 e3 Bg7 19 Ad2 c4 
=, O—1, 76 — note that 16 Dxe4 
Rxe4 17 Dc6 &c7 is not especially 
promising for White as enough 
pieces have been exchanged for the 
knight incursion to be bearable, 
while the d5 pawn is becoming 
weak) 15 Ha4 (15 Wd3 Hb8! is 
similar) 15... 2b6 16 Ba2 2c4 
17 ¥d3 (various games have gone 
17 Ba4 4%) 17 . . . Bb8! 18 
Yxc4 (18 Bal De5 19 Wd1 Dh5 is 
fine for Black, L. Grigorian— 


: 


Kapengut, USSR 1970, 0—1, 35) 
18... 8b4 19 &d3 8xb3 with 
equality. 
3) 12 e4 Yc7 13 We2?! (makes 
matters worse) 13 . . . Ob6! 14 
Wd3 Og4 15 h3 De5 16 Yc2 c4 
with a clear plus for Black, Hort— 
Timman, Montreal 1979, 4—%, 52. 
12a Hb8 
Or 12... 2h5 and now: 
1) 13 Bc4 Be5 14 4a3 f5 15 Bh2 
(15 e4 b5!) 15 . . . &f6 (Hartston 
suggests 15 ...f4 16 gf #h4 17 
fe &xe5+ which does indeed look 
dangerous, so perhaps White should 
adopt the move-order 15 f4 Df7 16 
@h2, when 16... Of6 transposes) 
16 f4 f7 17 2c4 (17 Bd3 Bb8s 
18 &d2 h5! 19 Babl b5! 20 b4 
c4 was good for Black in Ziger— 
Despotovié, corr. 1975) 17... . b6 
18 %b3 (18 Yc2 Ba7 19 e3 Bae7 
20 Q&d2 hS 21 b4 h4 with com- 
plications, Shereshevshy—Yuferov, 
USSR 1971, 1—0, 69) 18... Bb8 
19 a5 Yc7 20 Dc6 Ba8 21 Ad2 
4d8 22 De5 Bb8& 23 4c4 com- 
pleting an unusual knight tour! 
White was slightly better in Lein— 
Vasiukov, USSR Ch. 1969 %—%, 
69. 
2) 13 Ade4 Ddf6! 14 Dxf6+ Axf6 
15 Sf4 Hb8 16 Yd3 We7 17 e4 
A|hS5 18 Ad2 %e5 F, Osnos—Tal, 
USSR Ch. 1969, 0—1, 40. 
3) 13 a5 De50(13 . . 2 b5 14 ab 
©xb6 15 e4 Hb8 16 Hel Yc7 was 
unclear in Peterson—Juferov, USSR 
1969, 0-1, 34) 14 Sh2 g5 15 
4)de4 h6 16 e3 g4 17 hg Oxg4+ 
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18 gl f5 19 Dd2 Ye7 +, Bannik— 
Sher, USSR 1976, O—1, 41. 

4) 13 @h2 f5 14 f4 (14e4 He5 15 
ef 2xf5 16 g4 is only for courageous 
players although 16 ...@xg4+ 17 
hg Wh4+ 18 Sg1 Axg4 19 f3 
Wf6 20 Ba3 b5S 21 abab 22 De4, 
Browne—Zuckerman, Netanya1971, 
1—0O, 45 and 16... f4 17 gf 
@xg2 18 f6!? Sf4 19 Dde4 Bh6 
20 Bgl Yd7 21 8g3 b5, Vukic— 
Marovi¢, Banja Luka 1974, 1-0, 
62 both led to White wins — however 
the second of these was not worse 
for Black at move 21 while one 
must also consider 16... Axg4 17 
hg &h4+ 18 Sg1 Bf8 19 gh Og4 
20 Wxg4 Yxg4) 14... ahf6 15 e4 
@xe4 16 Ddxe4 fe 17 DAxe4 D6 
18 4g5 h6 19 De6 &xe6 20 de d5 
(20... 8xe6 21 &xb7 Ba7 22 
Qf3 d5 23 %d3 We8 24 b3 gave 
White the edge in Yuferov— 
Boleslavsky, USSR 1971, 1—0, 52) 
21 Bel Wd6 22 d3 Bxe6 23 
Bxe6 &xe6 24 &xg6 Be8 25 Ba3 
c4 =, Raksin—Bangiev, USSR 1973. 

13 Dc4 

13 a5 (13 Dde4 Dxe4 14 Dxe4 OF6 
15 &g5 Af5 =, Kuzmin—Grigorian, 
USSR 1976) 13...b5 14 ab Oxb6 
15 e4 Sfd7 16 f4f5 17 Bel and 
now 17...£d4+ 18 @h2 4f6 19 
ef Hxel 20 Yxel gf, Hernandez— 
Holm, Siegen 1970, O—1, 40 and 
17 ...c4 18 ef gf 19 Af1 Exel 
20 Yxel Yc7 21 DF3 DF6 22 Hg5, 
Czerniak—Sigurjonsson, Vraca 1975, 
1—O, 44 were unclear. 

After 13 4c4 we have: 
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23 | 7m § 3m 
8 | 47 a7 


A: 13... 2b6 

Be 13... waies 
Both moves are playable but readers 
should be warned that 13... Be5 
commits Black to a highly unclear 
piece sacrifice. 
A: 

LE 
14 a3 

Or 14 e3 (14 Oxd6? Yxd6 15 
Af4 BeS) 14... Ad7 (14... Abd7 
may be objectively best, but in 
practice this has always been met 
by 15 4c4, offering a draw: 14... 
&fd7 15 a5 a8 16 c4 Be5 17 
|xe5 Qxe5 18 Bd3 bs 19eab 
xb6 20 f4c4! 21 Yf3 Qg7 + was 
Pachman—Mecking, Manila 1976 
but 15 &d2 looks more solid) 15 
Qd2 (15 a5 Hc8 16 Hc4 Wc7? 17 
d2! b5 18 ab ]xb6 19 a5 Qb5 
20 b3 +, Kovatevic—Andersson, 
Titovo Uzice 1978, 1—0, 40 but 16 
... &b5 17 %b3 = was better, 
transposing to the main line) 15... 
|h5 (15... He7 16 &c2 e8 17 
fel Gd8?! 18 a5 cB 19 Dc4 
Mb5 20 b3 Yd7 21e4 Hde& 22 
Hadi +, Marovi¢—Ljubojevic, 


@b6 


wy 


Rovinj—Zagreb 1975, 1-0, 51) 16 
a5 a8 17 @h2 f5 18 f4 AbS 19 


Qf3 Af6 =, Spassov—Rajkovic, 
Trstenik 1978, 1—0, 43. 
Ae... Ad7 


The interesting 14... &f5 was 
tried in Birnboim—G. Garcia, Malta 


1980, threatening 15... De4. 
White played 15 g4 Qd7 16 af4 
(this is bad after 14... Qd7 


because of .. . DHS, here imposs- 
ible — the alternative is 16 a5 c8 
17 c4 although with the kingside 
weakened Black has a ready source 
of counterplay by ...h5) 16... 
hS 17 &xd6 Axa4 18 Oxa4 Bxd6 
19 Dxb6 Bxb6 20 2c4 wd8 =, 
0—1, 39. 
15 a5 

15 2f4?! (15 e427! Hc8 16 %d3 
Yc7 17 Bb1?! c4! 18 Bc2 b5 19 
ab ab 20 b4 cb 21 &xb3 b4 *F. 
Ljubojevic—Hulak, Yugoslavia 1981, 
O—1, 44) 15... Oh5! 16 Axd6 
Qxc3 17 Axb8 Rxb2 18 g4(18 Ra7 
Qxal? 19 Qxb6 Bxb6 20 Yxal 
Bxe2 was unclear in Gheorghiu— 
Ljubojevic, Manila 1974, 1—0, 44 
but 18... @xa4! was #) 18... 
Wxb8 19 gh xa4 20 Ba2 4c3 21 
Yb3 Qxe2+ 22 Shi Ag7 witha 
winning position for Black, Hort— 
Marovic, Banja Luka 1976. 


15... 68 

16 2c4 —Ab5 

17 %b3 = Axc4 

18 Yxc4  @d7 (24) 


18...65 19 ab Dxb6 20 %d3 c4 
21 Wd1 8a8 was also level in 
Lapienis—Buslayev, USSR 1961 and 


— 


= 


Black won after 22 Qe3 Hxe3!? 23 
fe %e7 in 43 moves. 
19 Ba3 

19 Sh2 Se5 20 a4 b5 21 ab 
Bxb6 22 f4 Bb4 23 Yc2 4c4 F, 
Vuki€—Gliksman, Yugoslavia Ch. 
1968, 0-1, 32, or 19 %d3 De5 20 
Yc2 Da7 21 Ad1 Db5 22 Axb5 ab 
23 Wb3 Wd7 24 Qf1 Dc4 25 e3 
Ba8! 26 @g2 Ba7 27 Axc4be 28 
Yxc4 Hea8 29 Qd2 b5! 30 Wc2 b4 
+, Liberzon—Yusupov, Lone Pine 
1981, 0-1, 47. After 19 8a3 Black 
gained the advantage in Kovacevic— 
Itic, Yugoslavia 1980 by 19... 2e5 
20 a2 a7 21 f40d7 22 %c4 Bc8! 
23 e4? (23 e3 bS 24 ab Bxb6 25 
Qd2 =) 23...65 24 ab Bxb6 25 Ba5 
4)b5!, O—1, 42 and in Rubinetti— 
Gheorghiu, Buenos Aires 1980 by 
19... Me7 20 a2 OF5! 21 e3 
Qe5 22 Ad1 %c7 23 Ba4 Bec8 24 
@h2 h5 25 b1?! c4 26 e4 Dh6 
27 Re3 h4! F, O—1, 64. 

13 . . . Bb6 seems a very safe 
line for Black, although White may 
be able to tempt a draw by 14 2e3. 
B: 


1S oy: He5 


White playsg3 45 


14 4a3 @®h5 


Black plans .. . £5. Other, more 
passive, moves have been tried, but 
without success. 


15 e4 
Or 
1) 15 f4 (15 e3 and 15 &d2 are 
thematically answered by ... £5) 


Axg3 16 fe Axe5 (16... @xfl 17 
Yxfl Bxe5 18 &f4 was unclear in 
Raksin—Zhuravlyev, USSR 1975) 
17 @c4 &xc3 18 bce b5 19 ab ab 


20 Se3 Axfl 21 Axfl Wh4 +, 
Donner—Ree, Amsterdam 1979, 
0-1, 33. 


2) 15 g4?! Wh4! 16 De4h6 17 gh 
Axh3 18 Og3 Og4 19 Af4 Ad4! 
20 e3 Axe3! 21 fe Axg2 22 Sxg2 
Wh2+ 23 Sf3 Exe3+ 24 Axe3 
De5+ 25 Se4 f5+ 26 Bxf5 gf+ 
27 Sxf5 Wh3+ “—-/, Kakageldiev— 
Tsheshkovsky, USSR Ist league 
1978 although 28 Ge4 He8! 29 
Yel Ye4t+ 30 Af4 OF3+ wins for 
Black. 

3) 15 Sh2 f5 16 f4 (16 Ad2 Ad7 
17 8b1 b5 18 ab ab 19 b4 &c7 F, 
Butnorius—Nicevski, Vilnus 1969, 
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0-1,741) 16... . 27 “iireee (17 
4)c4 b5 18 ab ab 19 2a5 Bc7 20 
4c6 Bb6 21 Af3 b4 +, Yuferov— 
Kapengut, Minsk 1971) Qd7 18 
Wyd3 W¥c8 (Kapengut suggests 18 .. 
4f6 at once) 19 a5 b5 20 ab Bxb6 
21 8f2 Sf6 with chances for both 
sides, Veremichik—Mozalov, USSR 
1974, 0-1, 42. 
| ato Bf8 

The latest finesse. The older line 
15....f5 seems good for White, for 
example 16 ef Axf5 17 g4 Axg4 
(17... @xg4 18 hg &h4 19 gf 
Re5 20 Bel Wh2+ 21 Sf +, 
Yuferov—Vasiukov, USSR 1968, 
%—V,, 47) 18 hg &h4 19 gh Bf8 
(Black prepares .. . &g4 by cutting 
out the reply Af4 — the logic of 15 

. Bf8 is that it is better to play this 
move before Black goes two pieces 
down!) 20 h6! Qh8! and now: 


Ree 
i 


1) 214e4 Oxg4 22 Yxe4 Yxe4 23 
4c4 (23 4c2 Bbe8 24 f3 wh4 25 
Ag5 Wh5 26 f4 we2 4%, Minev— 
Spassov, Albena 1975 — after 27 
Bf2 Bxe4 28 Hxe2 Hxe2 Black’s 
rooks are active but if the White 
bishop can get to e6 Black’s king 


will be endangered) 23... b5 (23 
. Bbe8? 24 Scxd6 Be5 25 Ba3 
Bxd5 26 Hg3 Ye6 27 Dxb7 was 
very good for White in Marovic— 
Kapengut, Yugoslavia v. USSR 
1971, 1-0, 61, while 23 .. . Bf3 
is well answered by 24 Qe3! accor- 
ding to Kapengut — however 
Kapengut does recommend 23... 
Bf3 against the 23 c2 of Minev— 
Spassov since there is no fork by 
4d2) 24 ab ab 25 Scxd6 (Hartston 
points out that 25 4e3 is still 
unclear) Bb6 (25... Se5 was 
successful in Akopov—Grigorian, 
USSR 1977 which concluded 26 
Ba7 Wh4 27 Bg/+ Sh8! 28 f4 
Qd4+ 29 Bf2 Yxh6 30 Of7+ 
Bxf7 31 8xf7 da8 32 @fl Bal 
33 Bc2 Bh2 34 Df2 %g3 35 Sgl 
Qxf2+ 36 Bxf2 Bxci+ 37 &fl 
Bc2 0-1, but 26 2e3 Bh4 27 f4, 
as given by Gipslis, is not so clear so 
Black might do best to play 26 &e3 
Bb6 transposing to Kivian— 
Petkevié) 26 &e3 Me5 27 a7 
Bxd6 28 2xd6 Qxd6 29 Bg7+ 
@h8 30 Sfal BhS 31 Bd7 Ah2+ 
32 @f1 WS 33 Baa7 Ybi+ 34 
Be2 Yxb2+ 35 Sd1 Bbit+ 36 
Sd2 Bb2+ 37 Sd1 Sb1+ 38 Sd2 
Yb2+ 39 Sd1 Ybo3+ 40 Sd2 Med 
41 Qh3 Qc3+ 42 Se2 Hc2+ 43 
fl O—1, Kivlan—Petkevic, USSR 
1974. 
2) 21 4c4! (all the above lines are 
great fun but Kovacevic’s amazing 
21 c4 seems to refute Black’s 
sacrifices) 21 ...2g4 (21... &xc4 
22 De4 is hopeless while 21... 


®xc4 22 Yd3 Qd4 23 Wh3 leaves 
White with insufficient compen- 
sation for the piece after 23... 
Qxf2+ 24 Shi or 23... Hxf2 24 
Yxh4 Bf4+ 25 Wf2) 22 x4 
Yxg4 23 @xd6 (White avoids 
getting his knights.in a tangle in this 
line) 23... MeS (23...65 24 ab 
ab 25 &dxb5 followed by Ha4) 24 
Ade4 Bf3 25 4g5 Bbf8 26 Axf3 
Bxf3 27 Bel Sxf2 28 Sxf2 &g3+ 
29 Sg1 Axel 30 Me3 Yg3 31 
Qxc5 Ad2 32 He4 Ne3+ 33 Axe3 
Wxe3+ 34 Of2 Sf8 35 d6Se8 36 
Hdl Wxh6 37 d7+ Sd8 38 &h3 
1—O, Kovaéevicé—Nemet, Karlovac 
1979. 
16 g4?! 
Or 

1) 16 Bel (White illogically weakens 
f2) f5 17 ef AxfS 18 Bxe5 (18 24 
xg4 19 hg Wh4 20 He4 Dxg4 ¥) 
Mxe5 19 g4b5! 20 ab ab 21 De2 
Qxg4 22 hg &h4 23 Be3 Qh2+ 
24 Sf1 Bxf2+! 25 Axf2 Bf8 26 
Yel Dg3+ 27 Oxg3 Axg3 —+, 
Kovaéevic—T. Horvath, Virovitica 
1980, O—1, 41. 

2) 16 @h2 (probably best) 16... 
f5 17 £4 b5 (17... Of7? 18 ef 
wins for White) 18 ab ab 19 axb5 
(19 fe? 4xg3! gave Black a winning 
position in Birnboim—Arnason, Ren- 
ders 1982, O—1, 36) 19... fe 20 
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4)a7 e3?! (20... AF3+ 21 Axf3 ef 
22 2c6 &d7 23 f5!? is more danger- 
ous) 21 We2 Hxg3 22 Sxg3 g5 23 
f5 Axf5 24 &xe3 and Black had in- 
sufficient compensation in Alburt— 
H. Olafsson, Reykjavik 1982, 1—0, 
32. Further developments may be 
expected. 
i ovenree wh4! 

17 gh Axh3 18 h6 Ah8 19 De2 
(19 We2 f5 20 2c2 Bbe8 is also 
awkward, for example 21 f3 fe 22 
4xe4 Qxg2 23 wxg2 Oxf3+ -24 
Bxf3 Bxf3 25 Wxf3 Hxe4 ¥) 19 
...f5 20 ef Sxf5 21 Dg3 Bbf8! 
22 @xf5 Bxf5 (threat 23... 8g5 
24 &xg5 %xg5) 23 Wb3 Axg2 (23 
... OF3+! 24 Bxf3 Bxf3 25 Axf3 
Se5! 26 Bei Qh2+! 27 Sxh2 
fg4+ or 24 Axf3 Qd4! wins more 
quickly) 24 @xg2 We4+ 25 f3 
@xf3 26 &xf3 Bxf3 27 xf3 
We2+ 28 Hf2 g4+ 29 Sfl Bd1+ 
30 @g2 Ad4 31 Bb &g4+ 32 Sf 
Yd1+ 33 Sg2 Yg4+ 34 Sf1 b5 
35 ab ab 36 Hal Axf2 37 Sxf2 
Ya4 38 Bb1 Wh4+ 39 Se2 we4+ 
40 Sd1 Bf3+ 41 Sd2 Bxd5+ 0-1, 


Scheeren—Timman, Dutch Ch. 
1980. 
In conclusion 12 .. . 4b6 seems 


more reliable than 12... 2e5, but 
the latter is certainly more enter- 
taining! 


6. Four Pawns Attack 


This is the first of the ‘pawn storm’ 
systems, in which White plays a 
quick e4 and f4, hoping to break 
through with e5 before Black can 
complete his development. Play 
takes a tactical turn very quickly 
and White often sacrifices material 
to speed up his attack. The Four 
Pawns Attack can also arise from 
the King’s Indian via the moves 
1 d4 Of6 2c¢4g6 3 4c3 Ag] 4e4 
d6 5 f40—0 6 Of3 c5 7d5e6 8 
Me2 ed 9 cd, although here White 
has the chance to play 9 ed or 9 
e5!? which does not exist in the 
Benoni move-order. 

1d44f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 44c3 
ed 5 cd d6 6e4 g6 7 f4 Qg7 8 OFf3 
0—0 


9 Qe2 (27) 
9 Qd3 and now: 
1) 9... M6 10 Dd2 (10 Bb3 


Y%xb3 11 ab a6 12 0—0 4c7 = or 
10 Qc2 c4 11 We2 Be8 12 Qa4 
Qd7 and Black is better, Colle— 
Euwe, Antwerp 1926) 10... 4g4 
(10... 8e8 11 Sc4 Yd8 120-0 
b5 13 )xb5 Oxe4 14 Axe4 Bxe4 
15 Scxd6 8d4 16 &f3 and White is 
winning, Knezevic—Banas, CSSR 


1974, 1-0, 25) 11 Bc4 Bd8 12 
WF3 (12 Me2 hS 13 Ob5? a6 
14 @bxd6 b5 winning a piece, 
Saemisch—Euwe, Wiesbaden 1925) 
with an unclear position (12... 
f5!?) — however the waste of time 
involved in playing . . . %#b6—d8 
makes one suspicious of the whole 
idea. 

2) 9... b5 and now 10 &xb5 and 
10 eS de 11 fe Hg4 (11... xd5? 
12 &e4) 12 &xb5S transpose to B. 
If White does not play one of these 
two lines he will stand worse. 

3) 9... c4!? is an interesting idea, 
with complications after 10 &xc4 
&xe4 11 Oxe4 Be8 12 De5!? de 
13 O—O or 10 Qc2 bS 11 Dxb5 
4xe4 12 Axe4 Be8. 

4)9...He8 100—0c4 11 bi?! 
a6 12 a4 Mb6+ 13 Gh1 Dbod7 14 
We2 Dc5 15 Re3 Yb4 was double- 
edged in Grave—Kliavin, Latvia Ch. 
1958, 0-1, 33. 

5)9...@a6 100—0 (10 &xa6 ba 
11 O—O He8 12 e5 4d7 13 e6 fe 
14 de f6 was good for Black, 
Golz—Andersen, Copenhagen 1960) 
10...8c7 11a4 Be8 (11... Bb8 
12 Bel a6 13 a5 b5 14 ab Bxb6 


15 2c4 Bb4 16 &d3 +, Juksti— 
Gaprindashvili, Parnu 1973, 4—%, 
42) 12 Bel a6 13 Ad2 (13 h3 Bb8 
14 Q2d2? b5 15 ab ab 16b4 cb 17 
a2 2a6 +, Vigh—Dely, Hungary 
1973, 0-1, 29) 13...b6 14 Bb1 
Hb8, Spassky—Aronson, Riga 1957 
and now 15 b4! is very good for 
White. 

6) 9. . . &g4 (a reliable move 
analogous to A below, except that 
White will recapture on f3 with the 
queen and Black’s... c4 will gain 
a tempo) 10 0—0 Sbd7_ 11 h3 
Axf3 12 Sxf3 a6 13 a4 Bc8 14 
Shi c4 15 Bc2Dc5 16 Ad2 Ofd7 
with at least equality for Black, 


Platonov—Stoliarov, Ukraine Ch. 
1958, ZY, 33. 
The moves 9...65,9...c4 and 


9... &g4 represent the soundest 
ideas against 9 &d3 with the last 
giving safe equality. 


pm Pe 
H OWS Bz 


After 9 &e2 we have the fol- 
lowing divergence: 


A: 9... &g4 
Bo... obs 
Coe SecmaliOres 
D: 9...8e8 10 Dd2 
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E: Less common 9th moves,9... 
“ao; 9, old? 9 2. 2 eed) See 
b6. 

A is the method for Black if he 
wishes to avoid the highly tactical 
lines of Band C. 9... &g4 leads to 
a typical Benoni position in which 
Black has every chance of equality. 
B is very sharp and Black must be 
prepared to play very accurately to 
counter White’s attacking attempts. 
In the critical line B2, however, 
Black has still to find an adequate 
defence. C also gives White a very 
dangerous attack even if Black 
plays accurately and in practice 
Black has fared badly enough to 
put one off these lines altogether. 
D is included here because many of 
the lines from other chapters 
transpose into it (e.g. f4 by White 
in chapters 1 and 2). Black has 
good chances of equality. The lines 
in E cannot be recommended and 
in every case White should obtain a 


clear plus. 
A: 
be Are ag4 
10 0-0 
Or 


1) 10 eS Axf3 (10...de 11 fe 
4fd7 may also be satisfactory, 
with Liptay—Geller, Prague 1966 
continuing 12 e6 fe 13 0—0O &xf3 
14 Axf3 DeS5 15 Be4 Bxfl+ 16 
Wxfl @h8 F, 0-1, 31) 11 Axf3 de 
(after 11 . . . He8 White has the 
choice of 12 e6 fe 13 0—O @h8 14 
de 2c6 15 f5 gf 16 Af4 Od4 F 
Liptay—Lombardy, Budva 1963, 
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¥%—-%,, 33 and 12 0-O de 13 fe 
Bxe5 14 Af4 Be8 15 4b3 Yb6 16 
Bfel QDbd7 17 d6 when White can 
hold the balance, Liptay—Vasiukov, 
Budapest 1965, %2—%, 32) 12 fe 
Afd7 13 e64e5 14 ef+ Bxf7 15 
0—0 Dbd7 (this position is assessed 
as = by both Gligorié and Mini¢) 
16 Be3 (16 He4 Oxf3+ 17 Bxf3 
Bxf3 18 Wxf3 De5 +, KneZevic— 
Gligorié, Yugoslavia 1970, 1—0, 
55) 16... @xf3+ 17 Sxf3 Bxf3 
18 Yxf3 2e5 and now 19 &d1 c4 is 
assessed as + by Velimirovi¢ and * 
by Vogt, but 19 We4 looks better, 
with an equal position. 

2) 10 Hd2 Axe2 11 Bxe2 Be8 12 
0—0 a6 (12... Dbd7 transposes 
to the note to White’s 11th move, 
variation 1) 13 Wf3 (13 %4d3? Sb4 
14 Wb1 4g4 and now 15 a3 &d4+ 
16 Sh1 @xh2 won in Zari¢—Ciric, 
Yugoslavia Ch. 1968, O—1, 30 while 
15 }f3 is little better after 15... 
Qd4+ 16 xd4cd 17 4d1 d3 or 
even simply 15...c4) 13... 4b4 
followed by ... Ac2—d4 F. 

(0) eae 4)bd7 
Other moves: 

1) 10... &xf3 (there is no reason 
to exchange since White normally 
answers ... &bd7 with h3, and the 
extra tempo gives White improved 
chances) 11 &xf3 (11 SBxf3? was 
played in Niberg—Maksimovic, 
European Girls Ch. 1980, 0—1, 38) 
11... 2bd7 and now: 

1a) 12 Re3 He8 13 AF2a6 14 Yc2 
Bc8 (14...65 15 a4 2) 15 afe4 
16 Shi a5 17 Sfel with an edge 


for White, Padevski—Ghitescu, 
Balkaniad 1978, O—1, 28. 
1b) 12 @h1 a6 13 Qe3 (Minic 
recommends 13 g4 but as we shall 
see later this plan is not very effec- 
tive when Black has not played... 
He8 blocking his knight’s retreat) 
Be8 (13... 65 is =) 14 g4 h6 15 
g5? (I prefer 15 Qf2 followed by 
h4) hg 16 e5 (16 fg Mh7 and... 
e5) gf! 17 ef Bxe3 18 fgHe5 19 
Ag2 &5 20 De4 Bh4 21 d2 
Sxg7 22 8f2 Yxf2 23 Bxf2 f3 24 
4)xd6 Bd8 25 Dxb7 fg+ 26 Sxg2 
Bxd5 27 b3 4d3 28 Bc2 Hel 
0—1, Doroshkevich—Tal, USSR Ch. 
1975. 
1c) 12 Hel Bc8 13 He2 a6 14 Wel 
(a rather blunt way to prepare e5!) 
Yc7 15 g4h6 16h4 Oh7 17 g5 
and here White is a little better, 
UhImann—Ivkov, Sarajevo 1964, 
Y%—Yr, 31. This example raises 
several general points. The moves 
.. a6 and... He8 are not very 
useful for Black and should be 
omitted. Instead Black’s counter- 
play comes from ...c4 and... 
4)c5, answering e5 with ... Ofd7. 
Here 12 ... c4 would have been 
met by e5 and Black’s loss of tempo 
by 10... &xf3 is important since 
the queen’s knight is still blocking 
d7. In fact 13 e5 would have been 
good for White in the game also. 
1d) 12 a4 a 13.a5 Bc8 14 @h1 
He8 15 g4h6 16 h4 and White is 
better, Peev—Pavlov, Afini 1971, 
1—0, 38. A good example of all 
the moves Black shouldn’t play. 12 


. .C4 was better. 

2) 10... Dfd7 (passive) 11 Dd2 
Axe2 12 Yxe2 Da6 13 Ac4 Db6 
14 Se3 We7 15 Ad2 Hae8, 
Andersen—Taimanov, Copenhagen 
1965, O—1, 40 and now 16 Hael 
looks promising since 16... Axc3 
17 &xc3 &xe4 fails to 18 Dg4!. 

3) 10... Be8 will generally trans- 
pose to lines considered later, but 
as . . . He8 is often not a very 
desirable move it is better 
postponed. 


w Hen 
ai@ami®t 
Me mt me 
© ate @ 

eigee 


A. 
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Y 
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Ths 
Again there are alternatives: 

1) 11 Bd2 Axe2 12 Yxe2 Be8 13 
Wh3 (13 2c4 a6 14 Dxb6 Bxb6 
15 e5 de 16 fe 4d7 winning a 
pawn, Witkowski—Wirthensohn, 
Poland—Switzerland, 1974, O-1, 
40) and now: 
iaiaises.. wer 14 Beli b5!? 15 
4)xb5 \b6 16 e5 OfxdS 17 Oxd6 
Yxd6 18 ed Hxel+ 19 Sf2 He3 
20 wexe3 @xe3 21 Sxe3 Hd8 
and Black has a better ending, 
Bogmolov—Zheliandinov, USSR 
1967, O—1, 32. 
1b) 13... WaS 14 a4 (14 2c4 
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Wa6) 14... %b4 15 Sh1 a6 16 a5 
bS 17 ab axb6 18 Yd3 wd4 19 
Yc2 c4 20 Ba3 Dg4 21 |f3 Wd3 
was fine for Black in Doroshkevich— 
Zhukovitsky, USSR 1967, 0—1, 34. 
ic) 13 ees (13... ab 14s 
Bc8 15 ‘a5 is less accurate, since 
now 15 ...c4 may be met by 16 
Ba4) 14 4c4 (or else . . . c4 followed 
by ...b5 or... 4c5) ab6 15 
®xd6 (15 De3 We7 wins a pawn 
while 15 4xb6 &xb6 followed by 
. &b4 is good for Black) 157.. 
Yxd6 16 e5 Yd7 17 ef Axf6 18 
f5 &d4+ 19 @h1 Axc3 20 bec 
4xd5 and White does not have 
enough for the pawn, P. Wells— 
Nunn, Borehamwood 1980, 0-1, 
Sile 
11 Qd2 seems totally harmless. 
2) 11 a4 (rather a waste of time 
since Black doesn’t intend to play 
a0)... BeSi(or 112 ees 
12 h3 &xf3 13 Axf3 c4 14 Be3 
Ya5 and now 15 g4 is dubious on 
account of 15 ...%2c5 16 Yc2 
Be7 17 g5 Sfxe4 18 Dxe4 Oxe4 
19 Qxe4 Hae8 F, so 15 Ad4 is 
better when 15... 2e5?7! 165 
@fd7 17 e6 fe 18 de axe6 19 
Axg7 Sxg7 20 Shi! was good for 
White in Hausner—Vogt, Czechoslo- 
vakia—East Germany 1978, 4—', 
38 but 15... 8e7! 16 @h1 a6 17 
g4 Bae8 18 g5 Dxe4 19 Dxe4 
Bxe4 20 &xe4 Yxe4 was about 
equal in Peev—Velimirovic, Sofia 
1972, 0-1, 37) 12 h3 (12 4d2 
leads to an inferior form of 1) Axf3 
13 &xf3 c4 14 Be3 Dc5 155 de 
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16 fe Dfd7 17 e6 Be5 and Black is 
at least equal. 


(Hl eee Axf3 
12 &xf3 4 
12... He8 (not so accurate) 13 


Yc2 (13 hl a6 14 a4 65! 15 ab 
ab 16 Hxa8 &xa8 17 eSde 18 fe 
&xe5 19 Ag5 Dfd7 20 xbS, 
Peev—Nemet, Mladenovac 1975, 
1—0, 27 and now 20... &b8! was 
very good for Black) 13... a6 
14 a4.c4 15 Me3 Bc8 16 Bael c7 
17 Sh1 %b8& 18 a5 with a double- 
edged position, Bagley--Gheorghiu, 
USA 1980, 0-1, 26. 


2 zo ow @ rity 


> 
oa. 


13 ies a5 
Or'l3 .. eS (13% .aGisquize 
sensible as if 14a4 then 14... 8c8 
is good, but there is always the 
problem that . . . bS will allow 
Se2—d4—c6) 14 Qxa7!? (14 Ad4 
4c5 15 eS de 16 fe Dfd7 17 e6 
4e5 is unclear) 17... b6 15 4b5 
He8 (15...Ac5 16€5) 16 tc2 BcS 
17 a4 with avery complex position 
in which | feel that White is at least 
equal. 
14 g4 
14 Ye2?! Bac8 15 24 4c5 16 


i 


g5 ODfd7 17 &xc4 Bfe8 and Black 
regained the pawn with the better 
game, Kaplan—Sigurjonsson, 
Hastings 1975/6, O—1, 40. 
Ware. Hac8 
with equality. A slightly less 
accurate move is 14... 2e8 (14 
. 2c5 is positively bad after 15 
e5 de 16 fe Ofd7 17 e6 De5 18 
e7 Bfe8 19 d6) when Brown— 
Nunn, London 1980 continued 15 
e2? (15 we2! 2) 15... aes 16 
Axc5 &xc5 17 %e2 Of6 18 Bacl?! 
(18 eS =) 18... Bfe8 19 g5 Sd7 
20 a4 Wa5 21 Bxc4 bS 22 Bc7 
Wd2+ 23 @g3 (23 Shi wxf4 24 
Wxd7 &@e5 25 Bc2 ba +) 23... 
4e5! 24 Bcd1 &b4 25 c3 Bac8 
26 Wxa7 Wxb2 27 Dbl axf3. 28 


Sxf3 Bxe4! 29 Bf2 %b4 30 og3 
Qd4 0-1. 
B: 

ee b5 

10.e5 


Or 10 AxbS Dxe4 11 Axe4 
Wa5+ 12 Sf2 %xb5 13 &xd6 and 
now: 

1) 13... &b6 14 4c4 a6 (14... 
Yb4? 15 Yb3 Qb7 16 Bxb4 cb 
17 Sd1 +, A. Zaitsev—Simovich, 
Leningrad 1962, 4—%, 45) 15 We2 
Ad7 (15... 2d7 16 Me3 Bb5 17 
Bhcl Be8 Y—-%, A. Zaitsev— 
Bogdanovic, Sochi 1967) 16 Bd1 
Mb7 17 BceS Yxe2+ 18 Sxe2 
@xe5 19 fe Bfd8 and Black regains 
his pawn with an equal ending. 
A. Zaitsev—Savon, USSR Ch. 1962, 
Y%—V, 30. 

2) 13... %a6 14 @xc8 Bxc8 15 


&e5 (15 Bel Qd7 16 Sg1 Be8 17 
a4 c4 18 a5 4S is roughly equal, 
Malich—Garces, Tel Aviv 1964, 42— 
Yr, 35) 15... 8d8 16 Bel 4d6 (16 

.f6 17 4g4h5 18 He3 f5 19 
@g1 4d7 failed to equalise in A. 
Zaitsev—Kodos, USSR Ch. 1962, 
1—0, 31) 17 4c4 Bf6 18 Be3 Dc6 
with chances of equality according 
to Udovéic. 

! feel that White has chances to 
maintain a small plus with 10 &xb5 
since even if Black regains his pawn 
he has a broken pawn structure on 
the queenside, but in practice the 
result would probably be a draw. 

One. . de 
11 fe Ag4 


‘a a 


a siti 
a ma 
a5 858 


AS Bom 28 


BE BwS 7B 
Play diverges: 
B1: 12 af4 
B2: 12 Ags 
Less common alternatives: 
1) 12 Bxb5 AxeS 13 0-0 c4 
(seems best, as 13... &b7 14 Af4 


@xf3+ 15 Bxf3 Qd4+ 16 Shi 
AxdS 17 Aaxd5 Yxd5 18 a4 a6 
19 &c4 Yd7 20 a3 gave White a 
dangerous initiative in Barczay— 
Varnusz, Hungary Ch. 1963 although 
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14... @bd7 might have equalised, 
while 13 ...2g4 14 Me2 Axf3 15 
gf f5 16 Qe3 Abd7 17 f44f7 18 
Qb5 He8 19 Af2 Bd6 20 Axd7 
Yxd7 21 &xc5 Babs gave Black 
good play for the pawn in Platonov— 
Geller, USSR 1958, O—1, 40, 
although 15 &xf3 was roughly 
level) 14 xe5 Qxe5 15 Af4 (15 
Axc4 Hh4) 15... %&b6+ 16 Shi 
Axc3 17 bc Bxb5 18 Bb BaS 19 
Qxb8 Qf5 20 Hxf5 Baxb8 and 
Black is at least equal. : 
2) 12 Oxb5 Dxe5 13 0-0 Hbd7 
14 a4 (14 Af4 Bb6 15 Shi a6 16 
4c3 Yxb2 17 a4 Ba3 18 Bcl 
was unclear in Nei—Doda, Lenin- 
grad 1960, 1—0, 34 but simply 15 

. &b7 looks equal) 14...a6 15 
d6 Hb8 16 2xc8 Bxc8 17 Axe5 
AxeS5 18 Yd3 Hb4 19 &xa6 Wb8 
20 h3 c4 with sufficient play for 
the pawn, Uhimann—Kavalek, Halle 
1963, 0-1, 32. 
3) 12 0—O Dxe5 13 AF4 (13 Axb5 
is 1) 13...@bd7 14 Qxb5 Yb6 
15 )xe5 Oxe5 16 4d2 a6 17 Re2 
Be8 18 Sh1 Qf5 is level, Padevsky— 
Sakharov, Odessa 1968, O—1, 34. 
B1: 

12 Af4 b4 

12... Sd? 13 eG fe l4de 
Bxf4 (14. ..b6? 15 Yxd8 Bxd8 
16 4g5 was winning for White in 
Knezevic—Seifert, Hungary 1975 — 
the game finished 16... 2e5 17 
0-0 a6 18 Of7 Oxf7 19 eft+ Of8 
20 &c7 Hd2 21 De4 Ba7 22 Axb6 
Qd4+ 23 Shi Bxe2 24 Og5 Qb7 
25 |xh7+ Sg7 26 f8=4+ 1-0) 


54 Four Pawns Attack 


16 W%xa8 Db6 17 
Wxa7 Axe6 18 0-0 4e3 with a 
critical position, Keres—Spassky, 
match 1965. This game has been 
much analysed without commen- 
tators coming to any clear verdict. 
White might try 19 Bad1 Oxd1 20 
Hxd1 2d4+ 21 Shi b4 22 b5 
but Black. can hold the balance 
with 22... &d5 23 Dbxd4 cd 24 
4)xd4 Hxd4 25 Bxd4 Axg2+ 26 
Sxg2 Yxd4 27 Ye7 h5. The game 
continued 19 Bf2 b4 20 &b5 
Bf7 21 WaS Wb8 F (22 Hel AdS 
23 Afl Oxfl 24 Hfxfl ac4 25 
Wa6 Bf6 26 Ba4 Daxb2 27 %c2? 
Yxb5 28 BHe7 Jd3 29 Ye2 c4 30 
He8+ Bf8 31 8xf8+ Axf8 32 Og5 
Ac5+ 33 Shl Bd7 34 wd2 Be7 
35 Af3 Ye3 O—1 — perhaps the 
most famous game ever with the 4P 
attack) but 20 4d1! was critical 
when 20... 4g4 21 4g5! (inten- 
ding &xg7+) Bxf2 22 Oxf2 wxg5 
23 Axg4 Dc8 24 Ba4 Axb2 25 
Axe6 QAxal 26 We8t+ Sg7 27 
Wf7+ 1—O was Bartis—Szmetan, 
Argentina 1970, but Bondarevsky 
gives the improvement 20... Sf7 
21 Wad (21 Bxf7 Axf7 22 Axe3 
loses the queenside pawns) 21... 
4g4 which looks about equal. 
13 De4 

13 4b5? a6 14 4d6 Dxe5! 15 
AxeS &xe5 16 Axf7 (16 Axc8 
&xb2 is good for Black) 16. . 
Bxf7 17 Oxe5 Wwh4+ 18 g3 Se4 
and Black won, Zhukov—Petrayev, 
Tomsk 1967. 

ae Qd7 


15 Yd5 hs 
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14 e6 

14 &g5 is an interesting alterna- 
tive with the variations: 
1) 14... %b6 15 0-0 Dgxe5 16 
4xe5 Oxe5 17 Be7 Dd7 18 Axf8 
®xf8 19 Yd2 Ab7 20 Ac4 and 
White is winning, Peev—Antonov, 
Primorsko 1974, 1—0, 27. 
2) 14...%a5 15 0—0 looks worse 
than 1 for Black. 
Black should play either 14... f6 


or 14... &b6 15 0—0 f6 witha 
double-edged position in both cases. 
LC See fe 
VS. see 


15 &d6 He3 (Hartston suggests 
15... He8 16 de 4b6) 16 %b3 
@\xg2+ 17 Sf2 c4 18 Yxc4 Db6 
is good for Black according to 


Petrayev. 
hSeere Bxf4 
16 8d5 Bh8 
17 &xa8 


17 Bdl 8b8 18 Oxc5 Bf5 19 
We4 Dgf6 20 Yc4 We7 21 ed Axd7 
22 2d3 Ye3 23 Yc7 BF8 24 DFf2 
a6 25 0-0 Bb7 26 Yc6 Yxe2 
27 Sfel Yb5 0-1, Michalev— 
Petrayev, USSR 1967 — just 


regaining the piece is not enough 


since Black retains a powerful 
initiative. 

ji ee Db6 

18 Yc6 


White cannot take on a7 in this 

line as his knight is en prise. 
Tee... He3 

19 g3 (19 @f2 2d4 #) 19... 
car 19 .. . Bxf3. 20 Qxfs 
Ac2+ 21 Sf2 4f8 22 Hadl Ad4+ 
23 Se2 Ba6+ 24 Sd2 b3 25 ab 
b4 with fierce complications, 
Thanhauser—Gerer, corr. 1968, 1—0, 
46 but if Black is happy with a 
draw he can force it by 21... 
Od4+ 22 Sg2 He3+) 20 Sf1 (20 
Sf2? Yd4+ 21 Sg2 Bxe4 22 Yxe4 
Bxe4 23 &d3 Bxe6 24 Sacl De3+ 
25 Sf2 c4 O—1, Martin—Botterill, 
Charlton 1978) 20... . Bf5 (20... 
Bxf3+ 21 Axf3 Dxal 22 2g5 is 
also very complex) with a highly 
unclear position. 
B2: 

12 Qg5 Yb6 (32) 

12... 6 is a major alternative, 
with the continuations: 
1) 13 ef Axf6 14 Yd2 (14 Axf6 
WYxf6 and now 15 &xb5 Qd7 16 
Wad? Be7+ 17 Sd2 He3+ 18 Sc2 
Bf4 19 a5 Af5+ 20 Sb3 Bb4+ 
21 a3 2d7 was good for Black in 
Martinez—Kavalek, Tel Aviv 1964, 
O—1, 36 while Boleslavsky gives 15 
Wd2 b4 16 De4 Be7 17 Deg5 Ye3 
with equality) 14... 2f5 15 &xb5 
Yb6 16 d6 Dc6 17 Ac4+ Sh8 18 
0—0 a5 19 b3 Oxc4 20 be witha 
clear plus for White, Karlsson— 
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Meyer, Uppsala—Bremen 1977, 
1—0, 29. This line looks promising 
for White since as compared with 
the analogous position in C Black 
has to watch out for his b-pawn 
while as the rook is not on e& 
Black cannot play . .. 2e3 at any 
stage. 
2) 13 d6 (ultra sharp!) 13... fg 
(13... Be6 14 Oxb5!? fg 15 Bc7 
Wd7 16 Jxa8 De3 17 Hd2 Dxg2+ 
18 Sd1 g4 19 4g5 Qh6 was very 
complicated in Cullinane—Botterill, 
Chariton 1979, 1—0, 39 but 14 ef 
Axf6 15 Axf6 Bxf6 16 &d2 and 
16 &b5 are possible improvements 
on this line, while 13... &b7 14 
e6 fg 15 e7 is clearly good for 
White) 14 &d5+ @h8 15 %xa8 
Yb6 16 %d5 (16 Bd5 Wa5+ looks 
fine for Black) and now Black has 
a choice between 16...b7 17 
Yd2 c4, 16... c4 at once and 16 

. . e3. Assessment of such a 
tactical position is impossible. 

12... a5 is worse than12... 
Y%b6 since Black does not have 
counterplay along the a/—g1 
diagonal — after 13 O—O both 13 
...b4 144e4h6 15 Be7 De3 16 
td2 &xf1 17 Sxfl Af5 18 Sf6+ 
@h8 19 Bh4, Polikarpov—Zvori- 
kina, USSR 1964, 1-0, 25 and 13 
... @xe5 14 Qe7 Be8 15 dé6, 
Udovci¢é—Bertok, Bled 1963, give 
White a very dangerous attack. 

13 0-0 4)xe5 

Alternatives appear no better: 
1) 13...@d7 14€6 (14 Me7 De3 
15 Yd2 Oxfl 16 Bxfl c44+ 17 
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LC 


Y, GY) “Y 
£8 


“1a a 


a 
ai UQ2ULe 
ie Bee 7a 


@h1 Axe5 is good for Black) 14.. 
fe 15 de Yxe6 16 Oxb5 a6 (16 

. De3? ~=17 cl! covering c4 
wins while 16... %c6 17 2d6 
Bb8 18 &c4+ Sh8 19 OF7+ 
Bxf7 20 Axf7 Bxb2 21 Hcl was 
+ in Segal—Hug, Sao Paulo 1973, 
O—1, 36) 17 4c7! (17 Bel &xb5 
18 Axb5 DdeS 19 Dxe5 DxeS5 20 
Ect wfS5 21 Qh4 Sh8 22 Re2 


Bae8 was level in Grigorian— 
Podgayets, semi-final USSR Ch. 
T9PM 17 .. . Sxele(l7 x. .amee 


18 Dxe6 Axd1 19 Bfxd1 8f7 20 
4)d8! won the exchange in Sosonko— 
Hug, Geneva 1977, 1—0, 49) and 
now 18 xa6 %—'% occurred in 
Sosonko—Liberzon, Bad Lauterberg 
1977 but Sosonko later gave 18 
WYxd7 &d4+ 19 Shi Bf7 20 wc! 
* as the correct method. 

2) 13....c4+ 14 Sh will generally 
transpose to the main line (e.g. 


after 14 ... &xe5) but two in- 
dependent lines are 14... Of2+ 
15 8xf2 Yxf2 16 De4 Bb6, 


universally given as good for White 
but unclear in my opinion, and 
14...4d7 15 e6 fe 16 de Yxe6 


~~] 


17 @xb5 Bb8 (17... . £a6 is 
impossible here) 18 Ofd4 %d5 19 
Axg4 YxgS 20 Me6+ Sh8 21 Dd6 
with a decisive attack, Zaltsman— 
Kalinsky, USSR 1964, 1—0, 33. 

3) 13...h6 14 Re7 De3 15 Bd? 
c4 16 Shi Be8 17 d6 Dc6 18 
Qh4 Axfl 19 Bxf1 (this may be 
compared with 13... c4+ 14 
@hl Af2+, the main differences 
being that White has gained the 
tempi Wd2 and &8fi, and that 
Black’s kingside has been weakened 
by the move .. . h6) 19... 2e6 
20 e4 g5 21 Qxg5! hg 22 Yxg5 
Wd8 23 Df6+ Sf8 24 Dh4 DxeS 
25 YxeS Axf6 26 Bxf6 Ag4 27 
Og6+ Sg7 28 De7 1—0, Sakharov— 
Tukmakov, Moscow 1963. 


33 BR aang 


w ie 
a 


a a ee 
a Oe 
£8 Bae ie 
f ewan 


14 fe7 

14 Oxe5! Qxe5 15 Ne7 c4+ 16 
@h1 leaves Black in considerable 
trouble, e.g. 16... 4d7 17 d6 
(Hartston gives 17 Qxf8 Dxf8 18 
d6 Yxd6 19 Wxd6 Axd6 20 axb5 
+) 17... Mb7 18 QF3 &xc3 19 be 
He5 20 &xb7 Yxb7 and now 
White can safely take the exchange, 
Cobo—Perez, Havana 1965 or 16 


. Be8 17 d6 Qb7 (17... &xc3 
18 be Me6 19 AfF3 Dc6 20 AF6 
Ad7 21 Ad5 Bf8 22 Yd2 1-0, 
Lerner—Livshits, USSR 1963 while 
19 ...@d7 20 &d5! is also un- 
pleasant) 18 2d5 Yd4 19 wxd4 
Axd4 20 2c7 Ad7 21 Dxb5 Ab6 
22 &xc4 +—, Milistver—Klovsky, 
Tallinn 1964, 1—0, 31. 

14% .. c4+ 

14... 8e8 15d6Re6 16 Od5 
AxdS 17 Dxe5 (17 Bxd5 c4+ 18 
Shi Yc6 19 &d2 Dbd7 20 DxeS5 
4xe5 21 &f3 was also better for 
White, Mikenas—Shianovsky, USSR 
Ch. 1962, 1—0, 53) 17...c4+ 18 
Bf2 &b7 19 axf7 Dd7 20 AF3 with 
a clear plus according to Mikenas. 

15 @h1 Abd7 

Black’s defensive chances are 
better here than after 14 xe5 
since he is now in a position to 
recapture on e5 with a knight, e.g. 
16|d6 Qb7 17 Jd5 (17 Dxe5 Axe5 
18 2d5 Yc6) 17... AxdS 18 
Yxd5 Og4 19 a4 Of2+ 20 8xf2 
Yxf2 21 Axf8 Bxf8 +, Nei— 
Gufeld, USSR Ch. 1963, O—1, 40 
or 16 a4 b4 17 a5 Wb8 18 De4 
®xf3 19 Axf3 Qa6 and again Black 
stands well, Udovcéic—Vasiukov, 
Yugoslavia—USSR 1963, 0—1, 42. 

In view of the strength of 14 
4)xe5! it seems that Black must 
investigate 13...c4+ and 14... 


4f2+ or 9... b5 will be relegated 
to the scrapheap. 
(e 

ee He8 


10 e5 
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Not 10 tc2? Dxe4 11 Axe4 
Af5 12 Ad3 Ye7 13 23d2 Axe4 
14 &xe4 f5 with a winning position 
for Black. 

Os de 

10... @fd7 11 ed (11 e6 fe 
12 de 2b6 is dubious) 11...a6 12 
a4 Sf6 13 O—O with an edge for 
White since Black lacks the natural 

. De8xd6 manceuvre, but Black 
might consider this if he wants to 
avoid the highly theoretical lines 
which follow. 

ier ag4 


4 Rae ET 


12 AgS 
There are some other important 
lines: 
1) 12 0-0 Oxe5 13 Af4 Dbd7 (13 
. %b6 14 Shi &xb2 15 Ha4 
Yb4 16 Ad2 %g4 17 Dxe5 Bd4 


18 Oxf7 Bxal 19 Dh6t+ Sh8 20 
Yxal +—, Toth—Popov, Budapest 
1965, 1-0, 29 while 13... @xf3+ 
14 &xf3 c4 15 Bd2 Af5 16 Bael 
Hxel 17 Bxel d7 18d64f6 19 
@h1 also put Black under heavy 
pressure in Balogh—Baretic, Wijk 
aan Zee 1974, 4-2, 87) 14 dé 
Axf3+ (14... 8b8 15 4b5 is 
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good for White, but 14... wb6 
may just be possible, for example 
15 @xe5 Dxe5 16 AxeS5 AxeS 17 
d7 &xd7 18 %xd7 Bxc3 19 
Wxf7+ Bh8 and it is doubtful if 
White can aim for more than a 
draw) 15 &xf3 Me5 (with . . . a6 
and a4 _ interposed, Botterill— 
Kraidman, London 1979 continued 
15...8d4+ 16 @h1 De5 17 Ad5 
Be6 18 Axe6 Bxe6 19 De4 h6 
20 Hcl b6?! 21 b4 +, 1—0, 31 and 
in the current position this would 
be even more doubtful since White 
would have the possibility of 4b5) 
16 Db5 (16 Bd5 Yb6 17 Bad1 c4+ 
18 Shi Yxb2 19 Ha4 Bb4 20 Hc5 
c3 is highly unclear, Matzner— 
Curnow, Hastings I1 1977, 1—0, 30 
but the c-pawn must give Black 
good counterplay) 16... f5 (16 
... Bf8 174c7 Bb8 18 Bel Oxf3+ 
19 Yxf3 &f6 20 De8 Bd4+ 21 
Se3 Yxb2 22 Sabi Yc3 23 Dxg7 
was good for White in Balogh— 
Ribli, Hungary Ch 1972) 17 4c7 
Axf3+ (Szabo suggests 17... ad3 
as better) 18 Wxf3 Axb2 19 Dxe8 
Qxal 20 Bc7 Ad4+ 21 Be3 Hc8 
22 Axd4 cd 23 W4 Neb 24 Dxeb6 
fe 25 &f7+ Sh8 26d7 Ba8 27 
Wxe6 Sg7 28 Bf7+ Sh6 29 wh3+ 
@g5 30 g3hS 31 Yh4+ Sh6 32 
Wf4+ 1—0, Szabo—Zuckerman, Las 
Vegas 1973. 

2) 12 Af4 AxeS 13 Axe5 (13 0-0 
transposing to 1 is better) 13... 
Axe5 14 QxeS Bxe5 15 0—0 4d7 
16 Yd2 %g5 was tried in Witkowski— 
Petrusiak, Poland 1964, but this 


= 


presents Black with absolutely no 
problems. 

3) 12 e6 fe and now: 

3a) 13 0O—O ed (13... BfF8 14 &c4 
ed 15 ]xd5 @h8 16 &g5 Bd7 17 
h3 b5 18 hg bc 19 De5 He8 20 
Bxf8+ Wxf8 21 Me7 We8 22 Of6! 
Yxe7 23 Wd8+ AF8 24 Yxc8 Sg7 
25 De8+ Sg8 26 Hel c3 27 be c4 
28 %xc4+ 1—0, Sakharov—Nemet, 
USSR—Yugoslavia 1963 or 13... 
e5 14 d6 with advantage for White, 
while 13... &xc3 14 bce ed 15 
gS is very risky for Black) 14 
Axd5 (14 2g5? Bd6 15 Axd5 
Ad4+) 14... 2e6 15 &c4?! (15 
Af4 Yxd1 16 xd] Af7 17 Og5 
4e5 and now 18 2e3?! Qc4 19 
Afl Axfl 20 Bxfl 4 21 Axc5 
a6 was very good for Black in 
Hodos—Portisch, Lipeck 1968, 0-1, 
34 so 18 Oxf7 Dxf7 19 Ac4 is 
better, with play for the pawn 
although 19... &d4+ and 20... 
4c6—e5 is solid enough) 15... 
4c6 (15... Be5 16 g5!? Oxf3+ 
17 &xf3 Yxg5 18 Bae is unclear) 
16 2g5 Of6 (16... Yd7 ~+17 h3 
4d4 18 Dh4 Qxd5 19 Yxg4 Yxg4 
20 AxdS+ Web 21 Axe6+ Bxe6 
also turned out well for Black in 
Shulte—Tseitlin, USSR 1962, 0-1, 
26) 17 eS AxeS (17 . . . Axd5? 
18 Axf6 Axf6 19 exd5+ &xd5 20 
Axd5+ Sg7 21 Axc6 be 22 Axc6 
&xb2 23 Hab! is good for White, 
Kotov—Burehall, Stockholm 1960, 
1—0, 33) 18 Axf6 (18 Dxf6+ Axfé 
19 Axe6+ Hxe6 20 Axf6 Yxd1) 
18 ...4xc4 19 Qxd8 Baxd8& 20 


He7+ Sh8 21 4xg6+ hg and with 
three very active pieces for the 
queen Black has much the better of 
it. 
3b) 13 d6 Qd7 (13... He5 14 He4 
&bd7 15 0-0 &b6 16 Shi &c6 
17 %c2 and White retains an un- 
pleasant bind, Udovcic—Langeweg, 
Amsterdam 1963) 14 0—O &c6 15 
45 De5 16 Re3 b6 17 Age4 
@bd7 and Black has completed his 
development with a small plus, 
Udovéié—Marovi¢, Zagreb 1964. 
Pee Yb6 

Or 12...f6(12...a5 is worse 
on general principles) 13 ef Axf6 
and now there are three moves: 


35 ae er 


R 


1) 14 Qxf6 Bxf6 15 0-0 Be3 16 
Wyd2 &xf1 17 Bxfl (White’s idea is 
rather speculative) 17... @f5 18 
Qc44d7 19d6+ Sg7 20 4d5 Bxd6 
21 %c3+ DFG 22 g4 Axg4 23 Og5 
Qf5 24 Oxh7 Bh8! (24... @xh7? 
25 &xf6+ BSh6 26 Bcl+ Sg7 27 
Bxf5! Wd4+? 28 Sh Se3 29 Bd5 
Wf5 30 Bd7+ Sxf6 31 Bf7+ Sed 
32 Bxf4 @xf4 33 Yd2 Hae 34 
Af7 1—0, Vanin—Okladnikov, USSR 
1969) 25 &xf6+ Y&xf6 26 Dhxf6 
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Baf8 27 Bxf5 gf 28 Jd7 Se8 29 
xc5 b6 and Black is slightly better, 
L. Grigorian—Kuprechik, Semi-final 
USSR Ch. 1970, 0-1, 56. 
2) 14 &d2 and now: 
2a) 14... Qf5 with the further 
branch: 
2a1) 15 h3 DeS (15... AxgsS 16 
Y%xg5 and now the lines 16... 2e3 
17 &xd8 Bxd8 18 Sf2 and 16... 
Yxg5 17 4xg5 He3 18 Sf2 leave 
the knight very uncomfortably 
placed at e3 so in Kakageldiev— 
Koch, USSR 1969 Black tried 16 
-De5 17 Bxd8 Axf3+ 18 Sf2 
Bxd8 19 &xf3 Hd7 20 Bhel Sf8 
but Black was still worse, 1—0, 44) 
16 0O—0—0 Oxf3 17 &xf6 Dxd2 18 
Axd8 De4 19 Dxe4 Axe4 20 Ah4 
Axg2 21 Bhel Qxh3 22 d6 Ad7 
23 &c4+ Sg7 24 Be7+ Bxe7 25 
de a6 26 Mel Sf6 27 Hd3! Ob6 
28 Bd6+ Sxe7 29 &xb6 with an 
advantage for White (analysis by 
Bloch). 
2a2) 15 0-0 (this has been more 
popular in practice) 15... &xg5 
16 &xg5 4d7 (Black loses a tempo 
by playing 16... 2e3 voluntarily 
and in Peev—Janosevic, Nis 1972, 
17 Wh6! Be7 18 Bb5 Ad7? 19 
Bael AxbS 20 Oxb5 Da6 21 gS 
4b4 22 8f7 won for White, 1—0, 
34 while even the improvements 17 
. Oxfl 18 Og5 We7 19 Bxfl 
and 18 . . . Qd7 give White a very 
strong attack) 17 h3 e3 18 Yh6 
@xfl 19 ag5 Ye7 20 d6 He3+ (20 
. Yg7 21 Ac4+ Sh8 22 DF7+ is 
only a draw according to Szabo) 21 
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Sxfl OF8 22 Bd1 Be5? (22... 
Bad8 23 &c4+ Be6 24 Od5 Wed 
25 gl was better, but White still 
has good chances) 23 d7 Bd8 24 
Ac4+ Be6 25 Oxe6! BfS+ 26 
|f4+ Sh8 27 2d5 Ye4 28 Qe2 
4)e6 29 Qf3 Bc4+ 30 Sgl Oxf4 
31 He3 Web 32 Oxf5 &xf5 33 Hel 
He6 34 Ag4 1—0, Szabo—Timman, 
Amsterdam 1975. 

2b) 14... Axg5 15 xg5 and now: 
2b1) 15... &xg5 16 Oxg5 De3 
(16... 8f5 17 h3 e5 £) 17 Sf2 
Qf5 (17... af5 18 De6) 18 Deb! 
Axe6 19 de Bxe6 20 &f3 Bc6 21 
4d5 and White wins the exchange. 

2b2) 15... De3 16 Yxd8 Bxd8 
17 @f2 OfF5 (17... Hg4+ 18 Sg3 
4e3 may be marginally better since 
after 19 Bael Of5+ 20 Sf2 Dd7 
21 2e4 White’s rook is not on the 
optimum square dl — however 
White developed strong pressure 
from this position in Forintos— 
Enklaar, Wijk aan Zee 1974, 4—V, 
61 and Black had to fight to draw) 
18 Had1 (White adopted a very 
ambitious plan in Mikenas—Rytov, 
USSR 1969 but after 18 Bhel 4d7 
19 2e4 b6 20 Qb5 a6 21 Ac6 Ba7 
22 Bad] Sg7 23 a4 Df6 White’s 
bishop was not well placed, O—1, 
60) 18...@d7 19 e4 b6 20 g4 
@h6 2185 Of5 22 Bhel Qb7 23 
Qb5 Sg7 24 d6 and White is a 
little better, Bloch—Fedorenko, 
Moscow 1975, 1—0, 33. 

2c) 14... 4d7 15 0-0 Sde5 16 
Axf6 Bxf6 17 Dg5 Yb6 18 DAge4 
c4+ 19 Shi QfS 20 d6 4d3, 


~ 


Peev—Donner, Cienfuegos 1973, 
%—Y,, 35 and now according to 
Peev White could have played 21 
d7! HeS 22 &xg4 Qxe4 23 Bael! 
Yd4 24 Bxe4 Bxe4 25 Oxe4 
Yxe4 26 g5 Hd4 27 Ye7 winning. 
2d) 14... 4e5 15 0-0-0 &xf3 
16 Axf6 Axd2 17 Axd8’ Bxd8 18 
Hxd2 and White has a favourable 
ending. 

3) 14 Qf4 (there is only one practi- 
cal example of this) Be3 15 &xe3 
Bxe3 16 0-0 224 17 d64c6 18 
]d5 Be6 19 Oxf6+ Bxf6 20 
Yb3+ Me6 21 Yxb7 Hc8 22 
Hadi &b6 23 &xb6 ab 24 b3 +, 
Padevsky—Spassov, Bulgaria 1969, 
1—0, 55. 

Obviously more tests of 3 are 
needed but as all the lines of 2 seem 
promising for White, it is impossible 
to recommend 12... f6. 

13 0-0 (36) 

13 a4 Yb4+ 14 Ad2 Be4 15 
4c3 8f5 16 0-0 AxeS 17 h3 Of6 
18 gS Qd4+ 19 Shi BeS 20 AF4 
Ye7 21 d6%f8 22 Sb5 gave White 
a strong attack in Kabiev—Podolyni, 
corr. 1975, 1-0, 34 but after 13 

. . Yast 14 Qd2 Bd8 White 
probably has nothing better than 
15 &g5 when Black can repeat (or 
even try 15... f6). 


1) scm 4)xe5 
13... . C4 (13 . . MHGis aio 
interesting with Kakageldiev— 


Lerner, Riga 1972 continuing 14 
aa4 Yc7 15 d6 Bc6 16 Qe7 Reb 
17 2d4 cd 18 AQxg4 Qxg4 19 
Bxg4 Bd5 20 2c5!? with great 


Picoersin 0-1, “s while Hart- 
ston gives 14 &f4 as good, which 
seems correct if one adds that 
4s. . mgs 15°Rcl! OxeS 16 
4)xe5 Qxe5 17 AhS5 gives White a 
dangerous attack) 14 @h1 Qd7 (14 

. Df2+ 15 Bxf2 Bxf2 16 De4 
Yb6 17 Qd6 Bf8 18 Be7 Dd7 19 
4)xc4 wins) 15 e6 (15 d6 Of2+ 16 
Bxf2 Y&xf2 and now 17 4d5 can be 
met by 17... @xe5, for example 
18 Qc7 Ad7, 18 Df6+ Axf6 19 
AQxf6 Og4 or 18 Be3 De4! 19 
HDe7+ Sh8 20 Dg5 Dxe3 21 Yel 
Yxgil+ 22 Sxg1 2e6 while 17 De4 
Yb6 18 Df6+ Dxf6 19 Axf6 Axf6 
20 ef 2e6 is also good for Black, so 
Kouatly—Povah, Ramsgate 1979 
continued 17 &xc4 OxeS 18 He4 
Yb6 19 Oxe5 BxeS5 20 Of6+ 
Qxf6 21 Axf6 BFS 22 Qe7 QAd7 
23 b3 Yc5 24 a4 a6 25 We2 Hf2 
26 b4 Hd4 27 Yel Hc8 28 Bdl 
WYe4 29 We1? Bxc4 0-1) 15... fe 
16 de Odf6 17 h3 (17 4d4 Axe6 
18 h3 Bad8 or 17 e7?! Bxe7 18 
4d5 @xd5 19 &xd5+ Be6 20 Ye4 
Hc7 21 Bad1 8f8 22 h3 Of6 23 
Yh4 Qd5 24 Af4 Be7 +, Jones— 
Povah, British Ch. 1979, 1—0, 41) 
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17 cemexb2 (17 , . OI2 teas 
Bxf2 Yxf2 19 Axf6 Axf6 20 De4 
+—or17...%e3 18 &xe3 Yxe3 
19 Qxc4 +) 18 Wel (18 a4? 
@f2+! 19 Bxf2 De4 20 Bfl Jg3+ 
21 Sg1 Yxal 22 Yxal Dxe2+ 23 
@f2 Qxal 24 Bxal Qxe6 25 Hel 
Bac8 26 Bxe2c3 27 Me3 Ad7 28 
@c5 Bxe3 0—1, Kakageldiev—Murei, 
corr. 1972) 18 ...%xc1 19 Baxcl 
with a complicated position, e.g. 19 

..-Oh5 20 De4 Axe6 21 hg Axg4, 
one sample line from many. This 
relatively unexplored line is perhaps 
Black’s best chance. Finally 13... 
AfS 14 d6 &xb2 transposes to 14 
d6 &xb2 below after d5 DxeS. 

14 d6 (37) 

This is the current preference. 
The older line is 14 4xe5 Axe5 15 
Ac4 (15 Yd2 AFS 16 Bael Dd7 17 
@hi OF6 18 2d3 Axd3 19 Bxd3 
C4 20 Yf3 h6 21 Bxe5 Bxe5 22 
Yxf6 Wxf6 23 Axf6 He3 24 d6 
Bd3 25 Bd1 Be8 26 &e7 1-0, 
Christiansen—Biyiasas, US Open 
1977 was a quick win but after 17 

. &g7 followed by ... 2e5 Black 
would have had an entirely satisfac- 
tory position while 15 &b5 Ad7 16 
Yf3 f5 17 &c4 transposes to 1 
below) and now: 

1) 15... f5 and now: 

1a) 16 &b5 Ad7 (16...c4+ 17 
@h1 Bc8 18 Yf3 f6 19 Bael Yd4 
20 Af4 Bxf4 21 Bxf4 axf4 22 
Bxf4 Da6 23 g4 Qd3 24 Axa6 ba 
25 &xf6 with a winning ending, 
Mikenas—Vladimirov, semi-final 
USSR Ch 1963, 1—O, 42) 17 Wf3 f5 
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37 (RMR BOS 
BEEZ 
a 


(17 . . . {6 was also effective after 
18 a4 &xb5 19 Bxb5 2d7 20 d6 
Yc6 21 Ah6 Yxf3 22 Bxf3 Bad8 
23 D2c7 Ad4+ 24 Shi Be4 F, 
Kakageldiev—Zaid, USSR 1973, 
0-1, 33) 18 &c4 Yxb2 19 d6+ 
@h8 20 Bacl Qc6 21 Wh3 Od7 
22 He2 Axd6 23 cdi Be5 and 
Black consolidated his extra 
material, Nei—Ciocaltea, Zinnowitz 
1966, 0-1, 37. 

1b) 16 4b5 a6 (16... Bf8 17 a4 
Ya5 18 Qe7 ad7 19 Dd6 Axd6 
20 &xd6 %4—'%, Sahovié—Didishko, 
USSR 1973 but simply 19 Qxf8 
must be a little better for White at 
the very least, but 16... 2d7 is 
a sensible alternative with Kupka— 
I. Zaitsev, Moscow—Prague 1968 
continuing 17 a4 f6 18 &h6 &d4+ 
19 Shi a5 20 SxfS gf 21 &d3 
fe3 +, 4h, 41 — Kapengut gives 
18 a5 Yd8 19 Qh6 = as an im- 
provement) 17 d6 ab 18 &xf7+ 
Sxf7 (18... Sg7 19 Qxe8B Ad4+ 
20 Shi Yxd6 21 &xb5 Bc6 22 
Y%d2 +, Vasier—Kozlov, USSR 1971, 
1—0, 32) 19 BxfS+ gf (19... g7 
20 d7) 20 Wh5+ Sf8 21 Qh6+ (if 


at once 21 Bfl then 21...@d/7 22 
Yxh7 Be6 seems to be the only 
defence, precarious though it is — 
unfortunately Yudovich doesn’t 
mention this move) 21... &g7 22 
mention this move) 21 ... &g7 
22 Axg7+! (22 Bfl c4+ 23 Shi 
Wf2! is a draw) 22... @xg7 23 
Yxe8 c4+ 24 Sh1 Wxd6 (24. 
Wf2 25 d7 Bxa2 26 Bel 4c6 27 
d8=& ]xd8 28 Be7+ @f6 29 Bf8+ 
&g5 30 &g7+ mates) 25 Bel Ba6 
26 Be7+ @f6 27 wWf8+ Og5 
28 Wg8+! Be6 29 Bg7 wins. 

1c) 16 d6 &xd6 17 Bxd6 Axd6 18 
Qd5 Qe5 19 De7+ Bxe7 20 Axe7 
Qxb2 21 Bael Ad4+ 22 Sh1 Oc6 
+, Mikenas—Damjanovic, Sofia 
1962, O—1, 48. 

2) 15... %xb2 16d6 2f5 (16... 
Bf8 is safer, when 17 b5 Yxal 18 
WF3 Yb2 19 Axf7+ Sg7 20 Me7 
AfS 21 Axf8+ Sxf7 22 Ah6 Dc6 
left White with insufficient attack 
in Gorovaia—Kiatkovskia, USSR 
1970, O—1, 30) 17 Bxf5 (17 Axf7+ 
Sxf7 18 Oxf5S+ is less accurate 
since 18... @g7! 19 d7 Oxd7 
20 Wxd7+ @h8 is unclear) 17... gf 
18 &xf7+ Sxf7? (18 ... Sf8! 
19 Qxe8 Wxc3 20 Qe7+ Sxe8 
21 Wh5+ Sd7 22 Wxf5+ is a draw) 
19 WhS5+ Sf8 20 Bfl 2d4+ 21 
Shi Be6 (21 ... Wf2 fails to 22 
Re7+) 22 Bxf5+ 2f6 23 Bh6+ Sg8 
24 We5+ Of7 25 Bxf6+ Bxf6 
26 Yg7+ BSe6 27 We7+ 1-0, 
Viadimirov—Doda, Leningrad 1967. 
3) 15... Yb4 16 Bb3 (16 Bf3 
AfS 17 g4 and now not 17... 


Yxc4? 18 sf f6 19 fghg 20 Axf6 
@d7 21 &xe5 Dxe5 22 Wi6 bS 
23 Bf4 Sd3 24 Bafl Bh3 25 De4 
Wd7 26 w%g5 1—0, Szabo—Pietzsch, 
Salgotarjan 1967 but 17... &xb2! 
and Black stands very well as 18 
4e2 2d4+ is crushing) 16... Af5 
17 d6 &xb3 18 ab Axd6 (18. 
Ad4+?! 19 Sh1 Axc3 20 bc Be6 
21 Bael Dd7 22 Ab5 a6 23 Axd7 
Qxd7 24 Be7 was + in Forintos— 
Gudmundsson, Reykjavik 1974 but 
Black played 24...8xe7? 25 de 
+— and 1—0, 41) 19 4d5 4d7 20 
Bxf5 (20 &b5 He5 21 Had1 Ac2 
is also good for Black) 20... gf 21 
Qb5 Be5! 22 Qxd7 Bed8 23 Axd8 
Bxd8 24 e7+ (24 Bd is met by 
_Ad4+ 25 Sfl Sf8!) 24... 

@f8 25 AxfS Sxe7 26 Bxa7 Sf6 
27 &xh7 b5 with a tiny plus for 
Black, Janosevi¢—Forintos, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1973, 2-2, 47. 

Thus 14 xe5 has fallen out of 
favour in view of line 3. 


After 14 d6 we have the following 
variations: 
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.%xb2 15 4d5 and now: 
Af5 16 De7+ (16 Dc7 
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“bd7 17 2xa8 Bxa8 = is given by 
Minev while Bloch suggests 16 8c1) 
16... 8xe7 17 de Abc6 18 cl 
(after 18 @h1 Black should trans- 
pose by 18...8e8 19 Hcl since 
18... @xf3 19 &xf3 &xal loses to 
20 Axc6! threatening 21 Yd8+)18 
..Be8 19 Shi (19 Bc5? and 19 
Y¥d6? are both met by 19... O@xf3+ 
20 &xf3 Hd4+) 19...h6 (19. 
@xe7 20 xe5 Wxe5 21 &c4 Dc6 
22 Wb3 Be6 23 Axeb Hxe6 24 
¥%&xb/ with an unclear position, Peev— 
Makropoulos, Bulgaria—Greece 1973 
but Black went downhill quickly: 
24...4b64? 25 Bxc5 Od3 26 Bc2 
Ad4 27 Bh4 Bb6? 28 He2! 1-0) 
20 Bh4 Oxe7 21 Dxe5 xe5 22 
Qb5 Dc6 23 Hel, Peev—Sikora, 
Moscow 1977, 1—0, 37 and now 23 
. . &b8 was unclear. 
1b) 15... @xf3+ 16 &xf3 Yxal 
(16... %d4+ 17 Yxd4 Axd4+ 18 
@h1 &xal 19 Hxal see below or 
16...4c6 17 Af6! Jd4 18 Bbl 
Yxa2 19 Bxg7 Sxg7 20 Ac7 + 
Anetbaiev—Petkevic, USSR 1974, 
1—0, 36) 17 Yxal (17 Be7+ Sh8 
18 Yxal &xal 19 Bxal Qd7 20 
Bel also proved effective in Vaiser— 
Grigoriadis, Odessa 1977 after 20 
. BF8 21 Bh6 Bd8 22 Qd2 f6 
23 &c3 Bf8 24 4d5 Bb8 25 Qg4 
b5 26 &xd7 Axd7 27 Be7 1—0 
but it is interesting to note that 
Vaiser did not repeat 17 Se7+ 
when given the chance to do so) 
17... &xal 18 &xal (as noted 
above Black could also have the 
White king on h1 if he wished) 4d7 
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19 Qe7 (19 4c7?! BeS 20 Ad8 
Hb8 21 4d5 @f8 22 Ac7 Has 
dissipated White’s advantage in 
Kouatly—Baart, Groningen 1976/ 
7, 1—0, 42) 19. . bs 207 
Bf8 21 Bel c4 22 Axf8 Oxf8 23 
Be8 c3, Vaiser—Hodos, USSR 1978 
and now amongst other lines 24 
Me4 AfS 25 Bxb8 Axe4 26 Deb! 
fe 27 d7 c2 28 Bxf8+ Sg7 29 
Bfl wins (this works even if the 
king is on h1). 

The conclusion is that 1b is 
almost +— while 1a may just enable 
Black to hang on, but in practice 
White has scored 100% here too. 

2) 14... @bd7 15 &b5 (15 4d5 
Yxb2 16 Bb1! Oxf3+ 17 Axf3 
Yd4+ 18 @hl 8b8 19 De7+ Sh8 
20 xc8 is very good for White but 
15... 8xd6!? 16 Df6+ Bxf6 17 
Axf6 Axf6 is perhaps not com- 
pletely clear, for example 18 &b5 
A)xf3+ 19 Yxf3 QAd4+ 20 Shi 
He5) 15... Be6 16 Re7 Axf3+ 
17 &xf3 Q2d4+ 18 Shl De5 19 
W4 Qxc3 20 Wh6! Qd7 (20... 
7? 21 a7! Sx? 22 8fi+ 
Bf6 23 &xh7+ Se6 24 Ac4+ eS 
25 Axf6+ Sxd6 26 Axc3 +—) 21 
Qxd7 Oxd7 22 be with a very 
strong attack, for example 22... 


Bxd6? 23 4f4 or 22... £52 23 
BxfS or 22...0e5? 23 Bael Og4 
24 Wf4 or 22... %b2 23 Wh4 DeS 


24 Bael &xc3 25 Af6 Dd3 26 
&xc3 Oxf4 27 Bxf4 Bxd6 28 24 
with good winning chances or 
finally 22...B8e5 23 Bxf7 Sxf7 
24 Wxh7+ Se6 25 Hdl and Black 


_ 


seems to have no way out. 

3) 14... &xf3+ 15 &xf3 Ad4+ 
(15 ...c4+ 16 @h1 Bxb2 is an 
interesting idea since after 17 2d5 
Yxal 18 Yxal &xal 19 Gxal 
4d7 we have line 1b but with 
Black having the extra tempo... 
c4 — | doubt if this should make a 
large difference but it is worth 
noting that this happened in Mayer— 
Anageldiev, Moscow 1977 and 
Black went on to win this game) 
16 Sh1 Yxd6 17 &d5 and now: 
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3a) 17... Me6 18 Axb7 Hd7 19 
&xa8 Hxa8 20 Ob5 Yb6 21 Dxd4 
cd 22 b3 AFS 23 Wd2?! (23 wf3! 
should win) 23... f6?! (23. 
Re4! would have put up a real 
fight) 24 Qh4 He5 25 Qf2 Bd8 
26 Qg1 e4 27 Bad1 Od3 28 e2 
QcS 29 Qxd4 Bc8 30 c4+ hg7 
31 WxcS 1-0, KneZevic—Trapl, 
Decin 1976. 
3b) 17... Af5 18 Axb7 Dd7 19 
Qxa8 Hxa8 20 Db5 Bb6 21 Axd4 
cd and Black is a tempo up over 3a 
but even so 22 Wf3! (preventing 
. .&e4) gives White a clear plus. 


ESS 


3c) 17... Be6 18 Wf3 f5 (18... 
Wc7 19 Db5 d7 20 Qxe6 &xe6 
21 Oc7 and 18... 8d7 19 Axe6 
¥xe6 20 Hael win for White) 19 
Bael Qd7 and either 20 4b5 or 
20 2xe6+ Axe6 21 Yxb7 enables 
White to win. 

4) 14... &e6 and now: 

4a) 15 &b5 is best met by 15... 
4)oc6 rather than 15 ...2bd7 when 
16 &xd7 @xd7 17 ABd5 Axd5 (17 
...Ad4+ 18 Oxd4 Axd5 19 Of5) 
18 Yxd5 or 16... &xd7 17 Qd5 
Axf3+ 18 Yxf3 Bxd6 19 Bad 
gives White dangerous threats. 

4b) 15 Bd5 Bxd5 16 &xd5 Abd7 
17 Bad] (17 xe5 Oxe5 18 d7 
@xd7 19 &xf7 flops to 19... We6 
while after other 19th moves White 
remains a pawn down) is a sugges- 
tion of Bloch. 

4c) 15 @xe5 (the most natural 
move, making the exchange before 
Black arranges to recapture with a 
knight) 15... &xe5 16 4d5 &xb2 
(16...&xd5? 17 &xd5 Ad4+ 18 
@h1 8f8 19 &xf7 wins for White 
while 16... &d4+ 17 &xd4 cd 
18 }xb6 ab 19 b5 Dc6 20 a4 
gave White a small but enduring 
endgame plus in Peev—Vogt, Varna 
1973, 1-0, 41) 17 Df6+ Axf6 18 
Sxf6 is untested but in my view 
White’s black square pressure and 
passed pawn provide more than 
enough compensation for the two 
pawns. 

5) 14...c4+ 15 Shl 4d3 16 
&xd3 cd 17 Yxd3 Qe6 18 Hacl 
Ya6 19 %xa6 ba 20 Gfdl = is 
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given by KneZevié but Black’s 
position looks even worse than 
this to me. 


73 


Now Black has a wide variety of 
different lines: 


D1: 10...c4 
we: 10 y.4ib6 
D3: 105. a6 
D4: 10... 224 
D5: 10... a6 
For 10...4bd7 11 O—O see the 


comments at the end of D3 
D1: 
10-4 
11 a4 
11 Af3 (11 &xc4 Axe4 is also 
good for Black) Abd7 12 0-0 b5! 
13 Shi a6 14 a4 Bb8 15 ab ab 
was already good for Black in 
Pomar—Fischer, Havana 1966, 0—1, 
41. 


c4 


Hides 4)bd7 
12 0-0 Ac5 

12 ...a6 transposes to D3. 
13 Af3 


13 eS de 14 Dxc4 e4 15 Be3 
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4d3 16 &xd3 ed 17 Yxd3 QF5 18 
Yd2 Bc8 19 b3 is an interesting 
line since Black has few possible 
deviations. Hartston considered 
that Black had good play for the 
pawn but despite the optically 
impressive Black position it is hard 
to see how his initiative can be put 
to any use and in Pomar—Toran, 
Palma 1966 White won in 40 moves. 

After 13 2f3 Black has the 
following possibilities: 
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1) 13... Mh6 14 Wc2 Od3 (14... 
Qxf4 15 Oxc4 Axcl 16 Baxcl is 
good for White as 16... 2cd7 is 
met by 17 4b5) 15 axc4 Oxcl1 16 
Yxcl 24 (16... Ad7 17 b3 &c7 
18 Ye3 also failed to give Black 
enough for the pawn, Padevsky— 
Ciocaltea, Havana 1966, 4-2, 42) 
and now Boleslavsky gives a long 
analysis concluding that Black has 
enough for the pawn, starting with 
17 Axg4 Oxg4 18 Y4d1. However 
after 17 d1 at once | cannot see 
how Black justifies his play. 

2) 13...a6 14 Yc2 (14 Sh1 looks 
more effective — in Conquest— 
Povah, England 1980 White won 


after 14... c7 15 e5 de 16 fe 
Afd7 17 Oxc4 axeS 18 d6 ds 
19 2e3 Dxc4 20 Axc5 ReS 21 
Bel Qg7 22 He7 Qf8 23 4d5 
®xd6 24 f6+ 1—0 while 14... 
Qd7 15 eS de 16 fe Bxe5 17 
4xc4 is an improved version of line 
3 with White’s @h1 more use than 
...a6) 14...2g4! 15 Oxc4 Qxf3 
16 gf Hc8 and Black has reasonable 
chances for the pawn. In Pavlutin— 
Shivodov, USSR 1967 17 a5 @h5 
18 QAd2 2d4+ 19 Sg2 fS5 20 ef 
Wh4 21 fg de7 22 Bael Bxel 23 
gh+ @h8 24 Axel Oxf4+ 25 Shi 
Wh3 26 Sf2 Dcd3 27 Dxd6 Oxf2+ 
O—1 was the dramatic finish. 
3) 13... . Qd7 (relatively best, 
simply developing and preparing 
...8c8) 14eSde 15 fe Bxe5 16 
&xc4 Be8 17 &g5 (I prefer 17 Af4) 
17 ...h6 18 Sh4 Qf5 with a 
double-edged position, Gutman— 
Petkevic, USSR 1967, 0-1, 41. 
4) 13 ...%c7 145 de 15 fe 
Yxe5 16 Oxc4 Bb8 17 Be3 b6 
18 Q2d4 &f5 19 d6 is already 
winning for White, Padevsky—Peev, 
Varna 1968, 1—0, 32. | find it hard 
to recommend lines involving an 
early ...c4 by Black. The need to 
defend this weak pawn by tactical 
threats imposes too great a burden 
on Black when his development is 
not yet complete. 
D2: 
aie b6 
11 0—0 a6 

Another dubious system which 

does little for Black’s development. 


White can play: 

1) 12 a4 Qxe2 13 Wxe2 a6 (13... 
4)xe4 14 Ddxe4 f5 15 d3 fe 16 
4)xe4 threatening g5—e6 as well as 
f5 is good for White) 14 &f3 Ba7 
15 4c4 Bd7 (15... %e7 16 Bel 
Sfd7 17 &2d2 f6 18 f5 with an 
immense attack, Malich—Bogdan- 
ovicé, Sarajevo 1965, 1—O, 39) 16 
Qd2 bS 17 ab ab 18 Axb5 Axe4 
19 £a5 We7 20 f5 +, A. Zaitsev— 
Zhuravylev, USSR 1965, 1—0, 24. 
2) 12 &xa6 Dxa6 13 Hel Wd7 14 
4f3 Bad8 15 Qd2 Db4 16 He2 
4d3 17 Del Axel 18 Yxel b5 
was fine for Black in Uhlmann— 
Szabo, Sarajevo 1963, 4—'4, 34. 

3) 12 Bel Axe2 13 Bxe2 (13 
Bxe2 was also good enough for 
an edge after 13 ...a6 14 a4, 
Udovéic—Gligori¢é, Bled 1963 and 
ja. . eaoe 14 O2f3 Dey 15 65, 
Malich—Bogdanovi¢, DDR 1965, 
Y%—-Y%, 46) 13...a6 14 a4 Ba7 
15 &d3 Bae7 16 Of3 b5S 17 ab ab 
18 &xb5 ]xe4 19 Bxe4 Bxe4 20 
4xe4 Bxe4 21 Ad2 and White is 
better, A. Zaitsev—Kondali, USSR— 
Yugoslavia 1966, 1—0, 37. It seems 
that 12 a4 is the most convincing 
line for White. 


D3: 
|) eae a6 
11 a4 c4 
Or 
1) 11... 4g4 12 &xg4 (12 Dc4! is 


logical but relatively untested, its 
only outing being highly successful: 
12 ...A&xc3+ 13 bc Bxe4 140—0 
f5 15 a5 Of6 16 4b6 Ba7 17 QF3 


_ Four Pawns Attack 67 


+, Freidstein—Landraf, corr. 1967, 
1—0, 40) 12... 8h4+ 13 g3 Bxg4 
14 Yxg4 Qxg4 15 Sf2 (Gligorié’s 
suggestion 15 h3 is met by 15... 
Af5!) 15...Qd4+ 16 &g2 Od7 
17 h3 &xc3 18 be Be2 19 Het 
Qd3 20 Be3 c4 21 a3 Dbé6, 
Pomar—Szabo, Wijk aan Zee 1967, 
O—1, 42, and now 22 &xd6 @xd5 
23 Bxd3! cd 24 c4 with a black- 
square blockade is best, with a 
likely draw. 
2) 11... Abd7 12 0O—O Bb8 (12 
. C4 leads to the main line, but | 


regard 12 . .. Hb8 as more reliable) 
and now: 
42 | a E727 
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2a) 13 @h1 c4?! (imaginative but 
probably not as good objectively as 
13... &c7 when 14 a5 is about 
equal while 14 &c2 transposes to 2b) 
14 e5! (14 &xc4 Oc5 15 WF3 
2g4 16%g3b5 17 abab 18 Axb5 
@cxe4 19 Ddxe4 Dxe4 20 Dxe4 
Bxe4 21 &xg4 8xb5 leads to a 
drawish position) 14...de 15 
@xc4 b5!? 16 ab ab 17 &xe5? 
(17 @d6! wins the exchange for 
inadequate compensation) 17... 
b4 18 4b5 (18 Bc6 bc 19 Dxd8 
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ch 20 &xb2 8xb2 with three 
pieces for the queen is at least 
equal for Black) 18... @xe5 19 
fe Bxe5 20 Af4 Oxd5 21 Ac4 
Be6 22 AxeS5 AxeS F 23 We2 gS 
24 Axd5 AxdS 25 HaS5 Bc8 26 
a7 Wh4! 27 wxe5 wf2! 0-1, 
Larsen—Ljubojevic, Milan 1975, 
2b) 13 &c2 and now: 

2b1) 13... b5!2 14 ab ab 15 
AxbS (15 @xb5 Axd5) 15... Dg4 
16 2c4 Ad4+ 17 Shi @xh2 18 
Se3 Oxfl 19 Bxfl Qxc3 20 be 
Bxb5 21 A@xd6 Ba5 22 Oxe8 
Y&xe8 with an extra piece, Schinzel— 
Filipowicz, Poland Ch. 1973, 0—1, 
20 

2b2) 13 . . . b6 (not so good) 14 
Bb1?! (14 @h1 +) c4!? 15 Shi 
(the critical line was 15 @xc4 b5 
16 ab ab 17 Dxd6 Yb6+ 18 Shi 
Yxd6 19 e5 with a double-edged 
position) 15 ...b5 16 ab ab 17 
b4 cb 18 8xb3 b4 19 Ob5 BcS 
20 &xb4 2xd5 and Black is better, 
Hernandez—Velimirovi¢, | Havana 
1971, 0-1, 31. 

2b3) 13... &c7 1445 (other lines 
are 14 @h1?! c4! 15 Qxc4b5 16 
ab ab 17 2d3 b4 18 Odi &xc2 
19 &xc2 Hc5S 20 Of2 b3 21 Ab1 
a6 +, Dommes—Osnos, Leningrad 
Ch. 1960, O—1, 64, 14 h3?! c4 15 
4xc4 b5 16 ab ab and now 17 Se3 
b4 18 Sb5 W&xc2 19 Oc2 Oxe4 F 
is Purdy—Hartoch, Siegen 1970,0—1, 
32 while 17 eS de 18 de Mxe5 19 
@xe5 &xe5 20 QF4 d4+ =is analy- 
sis by Marié to which one may add 
that 17 . . . be! looks better for 


Black and 15 &xc4 is, of course, 
similar to 14 @h1?! immediately 
above, while the horrible moves 14 
g4 and 14 Ba2 have also been tried, 
not surprisingly without success) 14 
...b5 15 ab 4xb6 and Black has 
a good game, for example 16 4c4 
4xc4 17 &xc4 Bb4 18 Ha2 Exc4! 
19 W&xc4 Bxe4 20 Wc2 Af5 F, 
Twine—Nunn, Oxford 1975, 0—1, 
32 or 16 AF3 c4 17 Shl, Walden— 
Nunn, Exeter 1979, 0O—1, 32 when 
17... &b7! followed by... Bbc8 
defending the queen allows Black 
to continue with the thematic... 
Sfd7—c5. Instead | played 17... 
fd7? at once and after 18 Qd1! 
Rb7 19 4b3! White had activated 
his knight on a5 with a clear plus. 
3) 11... b6 12 0—0 transposes to 
variation 1a on page 33. 

12 0-0 @bd7 
and now: 


YY 
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1) 13 &xc4 cS is entirely satisfac- 
tory for Black. After 14 &f3 he 
may play either 14... 2g4 or 14 
. . . &g4 with a good game, while 
14 Bc2 Og4 15 Of3 Bb6 16 Sh 
&xc3 17 bc Oxe4 is very unpleasant 


for White. 

2) 13 @xc4 Axe4 14 Axe4 Bxe4 
15 &d3 Sd4 +, Cvetkovicé—Suetin, 
Yugoslavia—USSR, 1969, 0-1, 41. 

3) 13 e5 de 14 Oxc4 4b6 (14... 
e4? 15 &e3 paralyzes Black and 
14....ef 15 Axf4 OFS 16 a5 was 
clearly good for White in Schmidt— 
Karlsson, Vrnjacka Banja 1981, but 
O—1, 31 after a swindle) 15 fe 
4g4 (15... OAfxdS 16 Adé is 
dubious, e.g. 16... ®xc3_ 17 be 
Re6 18 Dxe8 Yxe8 19 d4 Dd7 
20 2f4 Hc8, Sahovic—Henley, Lone 
Pine 1978, 1—O, 67 and now 21 
Bab1 cS 22 a5 + is correct, 
while 16... &xe5 is well met by 
17 @xf7 or 17 Oxd5) 16 Dd6 (16 
e6 is untried, but 16... fe 17 
&xg4 xc4 looks an adequate 
reply) 16... &xe5 17 Dxe8 wh4 
(17... &xh2+? 18 Sh1 Wh4 19 
Qg5! Wxg5 20 Axg4 eS 21 wf3 
f5 22 Bael Qd4 23 f4 Bxg4 24 
Yxge4 fg 25 Df6+ Axf6 26 Bxf6 
1—0, Gligori¢—Nigevski, Rovinj— 
Zagreb 1970) 18 h3 &g3 19 Axg4 
Wh2+ 20 Sf2 Yg3+ 21 Sg] Bh2+ 
22 @f2 we3+ %—%, Popov— 
Spassov, Bulgaria Ch. 1972, 
Taimanov—Tal, Suhumi 1972 and 
Magerramov—Chekhov, Daugavpils 
1978. The popularity of this quick 
draw seems to have waned in 
recent years. Too exciting perhaps! 
4) 13 Qf3 is best met by 13... 
Y%c7, since 13... Oc5S 14 Shi 
transposes to Conquest—Povah on 
page 66. After 13...8c7 14 
@hi chances are roughly equal, but 
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note that attempting to win the c- 
pawn by 14 We2 rebounds after 
14...4c5 15 &xc4 (15 Axc4 
&cxe4) 15 ...b5!? 16 ab (16 We2 
b4 followed by taking on e4) 16 
. . &b6 17 Shi ab winning 
material. 
5) 13 Sh1 and now 13... Bb8 
transposes to line 2a on page 
65, 13...4c5 14 e5 (14 &f3! 
is Conquest—Povah again) 14... 
de 15 xc4 (for 15 fe, but with- 


out ...a6 and a4, see below) 
15...ef (15... fe4!?) 16 Axf4 
\fe4 17 Dxe4 Dxe4 18 Had 
Qd7 19 Af3 bS, Garcia—Tatai, 
Camaguey Il 1974, 1-0, 37, 
was = and 13...%c7 is untried 


but probably best. 

The following note is directed 
at readers who have arrived in 
this chapter by transposition from 
chapter 1 as a result of 6 e4 g6 7 
|f3 Qg7 8 Be2 0O-O 9 O—O He8 
10 2d2 Dbd7 11 £4, which is the 
same as 10... @bd7 +11 0-0 
occurring in the stem position of 
line D from this chapter. The 
difference between this and D3 
above is the omission of .. . a6 and 
a4. There are very few examples of 
this in practice but my impression 
is that if Black wants to play a 
system based on ... c4 this is the 
best place to try it, for example 
11 ...c4 12 6h1 (12 &f3 can now 


be met with 12...b5 while 
12 Axc4 4c5 13 e5 de 14 fe 
Bxe5 15 4f3 Be8 16 Shl a6 


17 a4 Sce4 was equal in Toth— 
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Velimirovié, Budva 1981, O-1, 
14) 12...@c5 13 e5 (13 We2? 
4fxe4 14 Acxe4 OF5 15 AF3 
Ye7 16 Hel Axe4 17 Axe4 
f5 + but 13 &f3 is still critical — 
Black might try 13...b5 14 
&xb5 Ofxe4 15 Oxc4 AFS with 
some play for the pawn) de 14 fe 
(14 @xc4 Afe4! is recommended 
by Cvetkovic, while 14... ef is 
similar to Garcia—Tatai above) 14 
... Bxe5 15 Oxc4 8f5 16 &f3 
44! (16...66? 17 e3 BeS 18 
b4 Qce4 19 Axe4 Dxe4 20 Ab2 
He8 21 Axg7 Sxg7 22 d6 +, 
Kelecevic—Bistris, Sarajevo 1980, 
1—0, 36) 17 Be3 Axe3 18 Axe3 
b6 19 %c2 Qa6 20 Bfd1 Be5 21 
Qd4 &h4 22 &xe5 Bxe5 with a 
double-edged position, Ritov—Tal, 
Tallinn 1979, 0-1, 34. 
D4: 
10.45 2g4 

This is similar to 10...a6 11 
a4 4g4 in D3 but as Black has not 
weakened b6 the strong reply 12 
4)c4! is not effective here. 

11 &xg4 =-Wh4t+ 

12 g3 &xg4 13 &xg4 Qxg4 14 
4)b5 (or else White has nothing) 14 
... a6! 15h3 (15 Dxd6 4b4 16 
4xe8 Oc2+ 17 Sf1 Bh3+ 18 Se2 
Bxe8 19 8b! certainly gives Black 
a strong initiative but whether it is 
enough to compensate for the 
exchange and a pawn in an endgame 
is open to doubt) 15... Bxe4+! 
16 @xe4 Qf3 17 O—O (17 Of2? 
Be8+ 18 Sfl Re2+ 19 Sg2 Axb5 
with advantage for Black, van 


Scheltinga—Spanjaard, Hilversum 
1956) 17... &xe4 18 4c3 (18 
4xd6 &xd5 strands the knight) and 
Black has enough compensation for 
his slight material deficit. This is 
a little-known but intriguing vari- 
ation. 
DS: 

1075. a6 

11 0—0 4)c7 

Or 11... 8b8 and now: 

1) 12 a4 Qc7 (12... D4 13 AF3 
b6 14 4c4 Qa6 15 &b3 Bb7 
followed by’. .. Bbe7 gave Black a 
good position in Rubinetti—Garcia, 
Buenos Aires 1964, 0—1, 23) 13 
Gh a6 (13...b6 14 AF3 a6 15 
Bf2 Dd7 16 4f1 Axfl 17 Bxfl a6 
18 Y%c2 b5S was also fine for Black 
in Ermenkov—Martinovi¢é, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1978, 1—0, 34) 14 aS Qd7 
15 Af3 D5 16e5 de 17 fe Bxe5 
18 )c4 BFS 19 De3 Bf4 20 De2 
Bh4 21 g3 Be4 22 Axe4 Dxe4 23 
|Af4 Od4 24 Sg2 Ye7 25 Bel hS 
26 Sa3 Be8 27 De2 Ah3+ 28 
@xh3 Og5+ O—1, Ufimtsev—Tal, 
USSR 1967. Another game by the 
master. 
2) 12 Bel Sc7 13 a4 b6 and now 
14 Qf3 transposes to 13 Af3 in the 
main line while 14 Bb1 a6 15 &c2 
b5 16 ab ab 17 b4 Ofxd5!? 18 
ed AFS 19 Dce4 Dxd5 20 g4 wh4 
21 a3 De3 22 Yd3 &h3 gave Black 
a winning attack in A. Zaitsev— 
Vitolinsh, Leningrad 1962, 0—1, 
SPs, 
3) 12 Qf3 is innocuous. 12... c7 
transposes to the note to White’s 


12th below, while after 12. 

4)b4 White was reduced to 13 &e2 
in A. Zaitsev—Suetin, USSR Ch. 
1962, Z—V, 64. Finally 12...b5 
13 a4 ba 14 4c4 is less satisfactory, 
since White can quickly play eS. 


44 ke ow anon 


12 a4 
12 AF3 Bb8 (12... b5 flops to 
13 e5, as does 12... b6) 13 Dc4 
b5 14 a5 (14 Bxd6 Wxd6 15 e5 


Wb6 16 ef Axf6 +) 14...Ad7 15 
e5 de (15...@fxd5? 116 @xd5 
&)xd5 17 Wxd5 &xa5 18 &xd6 


with a plus for White, Polugayevsky— 
Evans, Havana 1966, %—%, 52) 
fo fe Axes 17 Qf4 Bf (17... 
Be8? 18 4c6 is good for White) 
18 &g3 b4 and now 19 4a4 }fxd5 
20 @xc5 &2b5 21 Hel &xb2 —+, 
Zinser—Evans, Venice 1967, O—1, 
26 and 19 4c6 Axc6 20 dc be 21 
Wxd8+ Hxd8 22 &xc7 8c8 
23 a5 ch 24 Had1 Se8 —+, 
Soos—Matulovi¢, | Skopje—Ohrid 
1967, O-—1, 29 had similar con- 
sequences. 
(pee b6 
12...a6 and now: 
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1) 13 Sh1 8b8 transposes to line 
1 on page 70. 

2) 13 Af3 Bb8& 14 4c4 (14 5 de 
15 fe Dfxd5 16 axd5 axd5 17 
2c4 Be6 18 Dd6 AxeS 19 Dxe8 
Ad4+ is an excellent exchange 
sacrifice) 14 ...b5 15 ab ab 16 
4a5 Qd7 17 e5 de 18 d6 (18 fe is 
similar to the note to White’s 12th 
but 18 d6 is possible now as the 
knight on a5 is defended) 18... 
e4! (18... 4a8 19 Bc6 Axc6 20 
Qxc6 Q2d7_ 21 xb5 +, Baranov— 
Vilup, USSR 1960, 4%—%, 39) 19 
dc &xc7 20 Se2 c4 and in view 
of White’s immobilised knight on 
a5 and Black’s mobile queenside 
majority he has full value for the 
piece. Kolbaek—B. Andersen, Den- 
mark Ch. 1967 concluded 21 Qe3 
Ha8 22 b4 cb 23 @xb5 Axb5 24 
Axb5 b2 25 Ha3 Hed&8 26 a4 
2g4 27 Yxe4 Bxa5 28 8xaS5 
YxaS 29 Ad7 Oxe3 30 &xe3 Yd5 
0-1. 

3) 13 Bel Bb8 1445 Qd7 15 Af3 
QbS 16 Of1 Axfl 17 Sxfl ad7 
18 g3 (a waste of tempo since . 
Y%h4 wasn’t really a threat, for 
example 18 Qe3 W&h4 19 Ogi f5 
20 &d2 Db5 21 Dxb5 ab 22 ef gf 
23 Af2 Wf6 24 BHe6 &f8 25 Bael 


+, Conquest—Kraidman, Lloyds 
Bank 1981, 1—0, 43 but Black’s 
plan of kingside play by ...f5 was 


quite wrong, for example 18. 

4b5 19 xb5 ab 20 %b3 b4 
21 a6 b5! was good for Black in 
Kluger—Honfi, Pecs 1976, O-1, 
42) 18...b5 19 ab Bxb6 20 
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Wc2 wb8 21 Ba2 ]b5 22 Oxb5 
ab 23 Qd2 b4 24 b3 Hb7 with 
an edge for Black, B. Andersen— 
Matulovic, Havana 1966, 0—1, 40. 

After 12 . . . b6 we have the 
following lines: 


4 | RT O77 
a 7 


nm t&t 


a 5 ae ‘8 i 
We DOTRE 


1) 13 Qf3 Bb8 14 Bel (14 2c4 
Qa6 15 %&b3 Axc4 16 Bxc4 a6 
17 %d3 b5 =, Szabo-—Saidy, Tel- 
Aviv 1964, 1-0, 42) 14... . a6 (14 
.. a6 is effectively a loss of a tempo 
over 12... a6 and after 15 
4c4 b5 16 ab ab 17 &a5 or 
perhaps even 17 &xd6 White’s 
chances are improved by the extra 
tempo Hel) 15 Qdb1 (15 Of Axfl 
is equal while 15 Ob3 Qc4 16 Qe3 
%—%, Durao—Adorjan, Sochi 1977 
is evidence for equality here also) 
15... @d7 16 a3 c4 17 Dcb5 
@xb5 18 ab c3 19 Bbi cb 20 
Axb2 Axb2 21 Bxb2 Bf6 22 Bc2 
€)c5 +, Malich—Tringov, Sarajevo 
1965, 
2) 13 Bel and now 13...8b8 
tranposes to note 1 above after 
14 Qf3 and to note 2 on page 70 
after 14 Bb1. 
3) 13 Gh Qa6 (13. 


. We7?! 14 


7” 


e5?! ODfxd5 15 @xd5 Oxd5 16 
4c4 de 17 &xd5 Qb7 18 d6 
Axg2+ 19 Sxg2 Yb7+ 20 ogi 
Bad8 was highly complex in 
Inkiov—Ermenkov, Bulgaria 1979, 
0—1, 40 but the quiet 14 Qf3 was 
a better test of Black’s unnatural 
queen move) 14 Sel (14 &xa6 
4)xa6 and now 15 Sb1 c4 16 &xc4 
4xe4. 17 &xe4 Sxe4 18 b3 f5F, 
Qi—Torre, China—Phillipines 1977, 
O—1, 38 or, better, 15 Wf3 since 
the immediate incursion .. . ab4— 
c2—d4 is not very effective here — 
Black should first play 15... We7 
tying White to the defence of the 
e-pawn) 14... &xe2 15 Hxe2 
424 16h3 &h4 17 &fi Ad4 18 
Af3 (18 WF3 DF2+ 19 Bh? f5 is at 
least equal for Black) 18... @f2+ 
19 @h2 g4+ with a draw. 

4) 13 Bb1 Ma6 14 Qxa6 Dxa6 15 
Wf3 (15 Bel is Qi—Torre above) 
15... We7 16 63 Ob4 17 Ab2 
c2 (17... Had8 is rather pointless 
and White won a famous game in 
Spassky—Kavalek, Amsterdam 1973 
after 18 h3 2c2 19 Yd3 Db4 20 
Wf3 Q2c2 21 Bbcl 2d4 22 &d3 
4)d7 23 Heel fS 24 ef! Yxel 25 
Bxel Gxelt+ 26 Sf2 Bhi 27 fg 
Bf8 28 ght Sh8 29 He2 De5 30 
We4 Bd1 31 &c3 Hd7 32 Axd4 cd 
33 Y%c2 Bxd2 34 Wxd2 ac5 35 
Sf3 d3 36 4c3 a5 37 De4 Dxb3 
38 W&xd3 Od4+ 39 Sg4 OF5 40 
4g5 1—0) 18 Bbcl Qd4 19 d3 a6 
20 Bcel Qd7 21 h3?! (21 Shi =) 
21... Bec8! (Black uses his rooks 
much more imaginatively than in 


a 


Spassky—Kavalek and here threatens 
. . » &xb3) 22 e5 (rather a panic 
reaction but White could no longer 
prevent ...b5 in any case) 22... 
de’ 23 4c4 f6 24 fe fe 25 De4 Bf8 
and White does not have enough for 
the pawn, K. Grigorian—Suetin, 
USSR 1975, 0-1, 36. 

To sum up this lengthy section, 
Black has more than one satisfactory 
system against 9... He8 10 4d2. 
10...9a6 110-0 4c7 and 10... 
a6 11 a4 Sbd7 12 O—O 8b8 are 
safe answers, while those with a 
taste for experimentation might 
prefer 10...4g40r 10... 2bd7 
11 0—0 c4. 

ES 

Finally we consider less common 
9th moves by Black: 

1) 9...4a6 10 eS (this is the 
obvious move but 10 0—O 4c7 11 
a4 isn’t bad either, when ... He8 
might well be met by c2 rather 
than the retrogressive 4d2) 10... 
de 11 fe g4 12 Af4 (12 Og5 is 
best met by 12... f6 rather than 
12... %b6 13 O—O 4xe5 when 
14 d6 —/4 Be7 Axf3+ 715 Axf3 
Yxb2 16 De4 He8 17 d6 fs 
wasn’t very convincing, Makarov— 
Boleslavsky, USSR 1964, 1-0, 
47 — @xf3+ 15 Qxf3 Ad4+ 16 
@hi &xd6 17 Bh6 Bd8 18 Ad5 
Be6 19 Axb7 Bab8 20 Yf3 with 
a dangerous attack, Peev—Cobo, 
Cienfuegos 1973, 1—0, 26 although 
one should remember that the Black 
rook is sometimes better placed on 
f8 where it covers the vulnerable f7 
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pawn than on e8 where it is ex- 
posed to @c7 and f6+ forks) 12 
... He8 13 e6 (13 0-0 AxeS 14 
d6 looks very promising to me) 13 
... fe 14d6 Qd7 and now 15 &d2 
2b4 16 O—-O Hf8 17 h3 Sf6 18 
&c4, Cobo—Ciocaltea, Havana 1965, 
1—O, 29 and 15 h3 ]f6 15 He5 
4)b4 17 2g5, Knezevic—Ryc, 
Kislovodsk 1968 both gave White a 
very strong attack, the latter game 
concluding 17... &c6?! (17...h6 
is recommended by Estrin based on 
the line 18 Axf6 &xf6 19 DAxd7 
Yh4+ with a counterattack, but 18 
Qh4 g5 19 Ag3 Dbd5 20 0-0 still 
leaves Black’s kingside very perme- 
able) 18 ]g4 h6 19 Axh6+ Axh6 
20 &xh6 D2d5 21 0-0 4d4 22 
Yd3 Of5 23 Bxf5! ef 24 Oxd5 
@h7 25 Qd2 Bc8 26 Ac3 Heb 
27 De7 Bbs8 28 &g3 1-0. 

Some of the positions in this 
note can also be reached from C if 
Black plays . . . 2a6 at some 
moment, although why he should 
want to do this is another matter. 
2) 9 . . . Ofd7 (now Black is a 
tempo down over chapter 7, 
variation B and so it is not surprising 
that he stands badly) 10 0O—0 4a6 
11 @h1l Be8 12 Bd2 Sb6 13 a4 
Qd7 14 a5 Dc8 15 2f3 Bbs 16 
)c4 ]b4 17 eS BFS 18 Red 
Axe4 19 Dxe4 de 20 d6 He6 21 
fe +—, Peev—Angelov, Bulgaria 
1974, 1—0, 38. 

3) 9... 4bd7 +10 e5 (10 0-0 
Bea it en de I2 feaxeS 13 
]xe5 Bxe5 14 Of4 Bxd5 15 
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xd5 @xd5 16 &c4 2e6 is about 
level, Kudakov— |. Zaitsev, USSR 
1973, “’—h, 41, while 11 4d2 
transposes to D — probably 11 
Y%c2 is best, with some advantage 
for White) 10...de 11 fe g4 
12 e6 Dde5 13 Og5 c4 14 0-0 
Yb6+ 15 Shl Of2+ 16 Bxf2 
Yxf2 17 Dge4 Bb6 18 e7 Hes 
19 d6 Y%c6 KneZzevic—I. Zaitsev, 
Smederevska Palanka 1971, “4—V, 
36 and now 20 &g5 was +. I. Zaitsev 
was willing to repeat his experiment 
two lears later, perhaps intending 


the improvement 13...fe! 14 
Qxg4 ed (or 14... 2xg4 15 &xg4 
ed 16 &h4 h6) 15 &xc8 (15 De6 
wh4+ 16 g3 Wf6!) 15... Bxc8 
16 Bxd5+ (16 Oxd5 c4) 16... 
Wxd5 17 xd4 Hce8 with a 
dangerous attack.) 

4)9...b6 10 e5 Se8 11 0-0 
a6 12 &c4Hac7 13 Bel Bb8 14 
a4 a6 15 4g5! bS 16abab 17 €6 
with a clear plus for White, 
KneZevic—Pithart, Olomouc 1975, 
1—0, 41. 


7. White plays e4, f4 and &b5 + 


This variation is characterised by 
the moves 6 e4 g6 7 f4 Qg7 8 
&b5+. Now Black has to play 8... 
4fd7 since other moves allow 9 e5 
under highly favourable circum- 
stances for White. Then White drops 
his bishop back to d3 or e2 and 
continues to develop by 2f3, O—O, 
etc. Clearly if Black returns with his 
knight to f6 he has effectively lost a 
tempo, since &b5—d3 (or e2) has 
cost White one move, while . 
|f6—d7—f6 has cost Black two. 
Play revolves around the question 
of whether Black can make use of 
his knight on d7. Although White’s 
e5 is restrained by this knight Black 
no longer has the pressure on e4 
typical of the Modern Benoni. So 
one basic rule for Black is not to 
play . . . He8 without good reason. 
The exception to this ruleis 11... 
Be8 in A, where Black has the 
move . . . 2b4 available to kick 
away the bishop from d3. With the 
knight on d7, .. . Be8 has no effect 
and amounts to a loss of time. 
White’s plan involves a gradual 
build-up for e5 behind his large 
pawn front, coupled as usual with 


restraint of Black’s active pieces. 
Two tips for White in this line: 
1) Don’t rush to play &f3—d2—c4, 
as the knight is often just as well 
posted on f3 as c4. The move 2d2 
should be delayed until there is a 
ready target (e.g. a Black rook on 
b6) to hit with c4. One might, for 
example, substitute a useful semi- 
waiting move like @h1 instead. 
2) A useful idea is that of playing 
f5 for a kingside attack. This works 
especially well if the knight on d7 
has gone away, to f6 or b6 for 
example, and so cannot readily 
occupy eS. After f5 White can 
follow up with &g5 and Yel—h4 
with a mechanical but effective 
attack. 

In my view this is one of White’s 
best lines against the Modern Benoni. 


White secures good attacking 
chances at little risk to himself. 

1 d4 4)f6 

2 c4 c5 

3 d5 e6 

4 4c3 ed 

aped d6 

6 e4 g6 

7 f4 g7 
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8 &b5+ Afd7 
Other moves are definitely bad: 

1)8...Ad7 9e5 D5 (9... Axb5 
10 ef wins a piece) 10 DF3 de (10 
... 0-0 11 &xd7 andnow ll... 
@xd7 12 g4 wins a piece while 11 
...%xd7 12 0—0 is very unpleasant 
for Black) 11 fe O—O (11... &xb5 
12 Daxb5 0-0 13 0-0 Bd7 14 
We2! +) 12 O-O (12 Axd7 Dxd7 
13 g44xe5 14 gh Oxf3+ 15 &xf3 
should be winning for White, but 
involves a small risk) 12... &24 
13 Me2 Axf3 14 Axf3 AxeS 15 
AxhS Wh4 16 g3 &xhS 17 Bxh5 
gh 18 Hf5 with the better ending 
for White in Yakovlev—Voloshin, 
USSR 1956, although Black has 
drawing chances. 

2) 8... @bd7 9 eS de (9... Oh5 
10 e6 Wh4t+ 11 g3 Oxg3 12 OF3 
%h3 13 Hel is winning for White) 
10 fe DHS (10... We7 11 we2) 11 
e6 fe 12 de 0—O (the only way to 
make a fight of it) 13 Sf3! (13 ed 
Axc3+ 14 bce Yh4+ 15 Sd2 Axd7 
16 Qxd7 Bf2+ 17 He2 Bd& 18 
Sc2 we4+ 19 Sb3 Bxe2 gives Black 
a dangerous attack while 13 %d5 
We7! 14 Qxd7 Qxd7 15 Wxd7 
Axc3+ 16 be Bh4+ leads to the win 
of White’s queen) 13... Bxf3 (13 
... Odf6 14 &xd8 Bxd8 15 e7 Bd6 
16 2g5 Re6 17 O—0 is winning for 
White) 14 &xf3 (14 gf w&h4+ and 
15... @e5 is unclear) 14... 
Axc3+ (14... 4e5 15 Wd5 &h4+ 
16 g3 We7 17 Qg5 Yxe6 18 Bd8+ 
Af8 19 0-0 f7 20 &xf7 and 21 
Bfl wins) 15 bc He5 16 wed Wf6 


17 e7! (17 Bf1 is better for White, 
but this is even stronger) 17... 
Y&xe7 18 0—0 (Black is worse off 
both materially and positionally) 
18... 2f5 (18... af6 19 wh4) 
19 Wd5+ @g7 20 2g5 Of6 21 
Axf6+ Sxf6 22 Bael Wc7 23 
Qd7! Bd8 24 Ye6+ Sg7 25 we7+ 
1—0, Ebzerman—van der Zwan, 
Dutch corr. Ch. 1979. 

After 8 . . . &fd7 there are three 
possible moves: 


« esweu E 
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C: 9 a4 

Other moves allow .. . a6 
followed by... b5 and are therefore 
bad. In A and B White.immediately 
commits his bishop to a particular 
square, while in C White reserves 
the option of going to e2 or d3 (or, 
in some cases, c4 and f1!). 
A: 

9 Q2d3 0—0 

Or 
1) 9... a6 10 a4 %c7 (this is an 
interesting unexplored path for 
Black and may represent Black’s 
best chance to equalise against the 


Ad3 system — the plan is ... c4 
and . . . &c5, which at least takes 
advantage of the position of the 
knight on d7) 11 f3 (the attempt 
to cut across Black’s plan by 11 
Ye2 could lead to the fantastic line 
11... c4!? 12 &xc44b6 13 Ad3 
Axc3+ 14 be Mxc3+ 15 Sf2 
Yxal 16 &b2 Ya2 17 Axh8 
Wxe2+ 18 Dxe2 Dxa4 when White 
has an immense lead in development 
but it isn’t clear how he can use it 
and Black is a pawn up) 11... c4 
(it is important to play this before 
White gets around to 4d2, which 
explains why Black has to embark 
on his plan before castling although 
it must be said that Kapengut 
considers the gambit 9 ...0—0 10 
4f3 a6 11 a4W%c7 12 Bd2 c4!? 13 
Axc4 4c5 playable) 12 &c2 Ac5 
13 Qe3 Ag4 14 0-0 0-0 15 2d4 
(15 h3?! Qxf3 16 Bxf3 Dbd7 17 
aS Bfe8 18 &d4b5 19 ab Yxb6 
20 Ba2 Bab8 21 Sh2 Axd4 22 
Y%xd4 2b3 was slightly better for 
Black, Furman—Dorfman, USSR 
Ist league 1976, O—1, 41 while 15 
Wel &xf3 16 Bxf3 Dbd7 also 
seems satisfactory for Black) 15... 
Axf3 16 Bxf3 Qxd4+ 17 Bxd4 
Wb6?! (17... Abd7 looks like the 
best move, for example 18 &xc4 
Yb6 19 4d4 &xb2 20 Ba2 &b6 
21 e5 Hae8 with complications) 18 
aS &xb2 19 Ha2 &b4 20 e5 
&)bd7? (20 . . . b6 was unclear 
according to Szabo) 21 &f1! 
(Black’s queen is trapped) b5 22 
Hb1 Ob3 23 Axb3 Yc5 24 xcS 
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@xc5 25 &c2 and White was much 
better, Szabo—Robatsch, Maribor 
1978 1—0, 37. 

2) 9... &c7 with ideas similar to 
the last line may also be possible 
as 10 b5 &b6 11 e5 de 12 d6 
0-0 13 Sc7 &xd6 14 4xa8 2c6 is 
probably good for Black. 

3) 9...%h4+ 10 g3 We7. This 
manoeuvre, designed to weaken 
White’s kingside, may be played 
with or without the interposition 
of ...a6 a4. | regard it with 
suspicion. Black wastes time and 
ends up with his queen on the bad 
square e7 (where it is exposed to an 
e5 breakthrough) while the ‘weak- 
ening’ of White’s kingside is almost 
imperceptible. After 11 @f3 0—0 
(the transposition 11...@b6 12 
0-0 £g4 is also possible) 12 0-0 
4]b6 (12...48a6 13 Hel @c7 
14 fi is also good for White) 
13 @g2 (much played recently, but 
Sliva—Gromek, corr. 1960 went 13 
Bel 224 14 Qf1! a6 15 h3 Axf3 
16 &xf3 \b4 17 Yd with a plus 
for White, while 13 a4 also looks 
promising since 13...2g4 14 a5 
leaves Black’s knights in a tangle) 
13...2g4(13...2a6 14 we2 Be8 
15 Bel Ob4 16 &b5 Qd7 17 Qxd7 
Wxd7 is level, Skembris—Grinfeld, 
Graz 1981, 0-1, 35) 14 h3 &xf3+ 
15 &xf3 ]8d7 (15...c4 16 &c2 
4a6 17 a3 &c5 18 Re3 Dbd7 
19 Bad1 =, Lau—Dolmatov, Graz 
1981, 4—"%, 23) 16 a4 c4 17 Bc2 
@cS 18 2e3 Dbd7 =, Lukacs— 
Psakhis, Sarajevo 1981, O—1, 31. 
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4) 9...a6 10 a4 WaS5 11 Qd2 
Yb6 (another artificial manoeuvre, 
designed to prevent castling. Its 
only recommendation is that it was 
once played by Polugayevsky) 12 
a5 Wc7 13 2f3 0-0 14 0-0 4 
15 &c2 with a position rather like 
1 but where Black has lost a lot of 
time with his queen. White is 
better, Ligterink—Payrhuber, Gron- 
ingen 1969, 1—0, 38. 
10 f3 a6 

@p 10... wa6e((0. . -abGuis 
strongly answered by 11 We2, for 
example 11... @f6 12 0O—0O He8 
13 e5! Dod7 14 Ac4de 15 fe Dg4 
16 285 f6 17 d6+ Sh8 18 e6 
was nightmarish in A, Zaitsev— 
Dzindzihashvili, Leningrad 1972, 
1—0, 28 while 11 O—O 2a6 12 Qxa6 
transposing to B is also good) 11 
a4 \f6 12 0—0 (12 4d2 allows 12 
... Be8 13 O—0 424! while 12 h3 
is a reasonable alternative, 12... 
Be8 13 0-0 c4 14 &c2 Dbd7 
15 Re3 Wc7 16 &d4 being 
the critical line) 12...2g4 13 h3 
Axf3 14 &xf3 Dbd7 (Hartston 
assesses this position as equal, but 
I cannot agree. Although Black’s 
hold on eS gives him a fairly solid 
position he has no constructive 
plan while White can gradually 
improve his position) 15 &d2 (White 
defends his knight in preparation 
for &c4 and b3, which cuts out any 
counterplay based on. .. c4. 15 
fe3 is also possible, for example 
15 ...%c7 1645 Bfe8 17 Shi c4 
18 &c2 bS 19 ab Oxb6 20 e5 Dfd7 


21 e6 Qc5 22 f5 +—, Farago— 
Tringov, Vrnjacka Banja 1971, 1—0, 
31 or 15... 8e8 16 Bael Bc8 17 
Af2 %c7 18 Be2 He7 19 Bfel De8 
and White had the initiative in 
Farago—Sapi, Budapest 1976, 0—1, 
47. Probably 15 . . . 8c8 is best 
when 16 &c4 2b6 17 b3 Sfd7 is 
like the main line) 15... Yc7 (15 
... Be8 16 &c4 Ob6 17 b3 Oxc4 
18 bc Bd7 19 Bael aS 20 4d3 
Y%c7 as in Williams—Mecking, Nice 
1974, 2—, 26 gives White an extra 
tempo over the main line of this 
note but White failed to take 
advantage of this by 21 e5!) 16 &c4 
(16 Hael is inconsistent and in 
Trefler—Rohde, New York 1975, 
16... c4 17 261 6S iseem 
occurred, when 18. . . b4 was fine 
for Black, instead of 18... Hfe8? 
in the game, 1—O0, 39) 16... Qb6 
17 b3 Ofd7 18 Bael Bae8 19 d3 
Wd8 20 e5! (the inconsequential 
20 @h1 allowed Black to break out 
in Farago—Suetin, Dubna 1979 
after 20... W%h4 21 Be2 g5! 22 
g3 Wh5 23 Bg2 Dxc4 24 bc f5! 
25 g4 fg 26 Hxg4 gf when Black 
was slightly better, O—1, 44) 20... 
de 21 f5 e4 (understandable, since 
otherwise 22 Se4 would completely 
seal in Black’s position) 22 Oxe4 
Qd4+ (22... 4e5 23 w%g3 and 
now 23 ...@bxc4 24 bc O&xc4 25 
f6 ]xd2 26 fg Daxe4 27 gf=et 
@xf8 28 Wd3 and 23...Dxd5 24 
Qxd5 &xd5 25 f6 Bh8 26 Ah6 
4d3 27 He3 Bxe4 28 &xf8 both 
leave Black with inadequate com- 


pensation for the lost material) 23 
@h1 De5 24 Yc2 Abxc4 25 bc f6 
26 fg hg 27 Qh6 Sf7 28 AxcS! 
Bh7 (28 ... &xcS 29 Bxe5) 29 
Bxe5 Bxh6 30 Bxe8+ Yxe8 31 
He6 ReS5 32 .c5 Bh4 33 Ybi Wf7 
34 &b3 Sh8 35 Sdl Wd7 36 d6 
Be4 37 Of8 Yg7 38 d7 &xf8 39 
Yd5 Qc7 40 &xe4 1-0, Pinter— 
Duri¢é, Bajmok 1980. An impressive 
game. 
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11 0-0 Eb8 

This move encourages White to 
play @h1, but as this may be the 
best reply against other moves, it 
isn’t clear that this is a good idea! 

Alternatives: 
1) 11... Be8 12 Sd2 (12 Shi 
isn’t so effective here because of 12 
..-.-4b4 13 2e2 b6!, for example 
14 a3 a6 15 Bel Dc7 or 14 f5 
4e5 15 &g5 Af6 or 14 Dd2 Of6 
15 a3 Da6 16 AF3 Dc7 17 e5? de 
18 fe Dfxd5 with a good game for 
Black in Butnorius—Alburt, USSR 
1971, O—-1, 65 — not 13... Of6?, 
though, due to 14 a3 a6 15 e5! 
de 16 fe 4g4 17 Qg5 f6 18 ef 
Axf6 19 Axf6 &xf6 20 d6 with an 
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excellent position for White, Szabo— 
Sanz, Costa Brava 1976, 1—0, 55; 
12 Hel with the idea of a quick 
breakthrough by e5 is recommended 
by Kapengut, e.g. 12... 8b8 13 
@h1 Dc7 14 e5!?) 12... Of6 (12 
...@c7 13 4c4 was good for White 
in Tal—Contedini, Leipzig 1960 
after 13... 2b6?! 14 4a5! Qd4+ 
15 Shi Bh4 16 Ad2 Og4 17 %c?2, 
1—0, 31 but the amazingly random 
game Kivlans—Kozlov, USSR 1970 
went 13... Ad4+!? 14 Shi Af6 
15 e5 Dg4 16 Yel de 17 d6 Dab 
18 ]d5 4b4 19 Oxb4 cb 20 fe b5 
21 Wed be 22 Bxc4 Bh4 23 
Axf7+ Sh8 24 Af4 Dxh2! 25 
Bg5! &xgs5 26 wxd4 &xe5 27 
Yxe5+ BxeS 28 Sxh2 with the 
better ending for White, 1—0, 66 
but who knows what was going on 
in the middle? Perhaps 12... @c7 
13 a4! is best. Finally 12...4b4 
13 Abi DfF6 14 a3 Da6 15 Ac4 
2g4 16 Yel 2c7 was double-edged 
in Shamkovich—Suetin, semi-final 
USSR Ch. 1956) 13 Wf3?! (after 
13 Oc4 Shamkovich gives 13... 
4g4! but what is the reply to 14 
4)b5? | don’t see a mateso 13... 
4c7 may be the more sensible reply. 
If instead 13 h3 c7 and White 
cannot play 14 &f3 owing to 14 
.. . Ofxd5! winning a pawn while 
13 . . . Hb8 is also good) Og4 14 
He2 f5 15 h3 Dh6 16 4g3 2c7 
17 a4 fe 18 Qxe4 a6 19 d3 
b5 with a strong initiative for Black, 
Wentilbury—Shamkovich,USA 1978 
0-1, 48. 
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2) 11... 4b4 12 &e2 (12 Abl 
Hb8 13 a3 a6 14 a4 b4 15 
@h1l a6 16 a5 bS 17 ab &xb6 18 
Qe3 Be8 19 f5 Bc7 20 Bd2 
Bb7!? 2124 @e5 22 Dxe5 “Z—Y, 
Spassky—Rashkovsky, | Tschigorin 
Memorial tournament 1973 — Black 
is at least equal in the final position) 
12...b6 13.a3 2a6 14 d2? (14 
@hi1! transposing to B is much 
better) 14... 8d4+ 15 @h1 4c7 
16 a4 Sf6 17 Db5 Dxb5 18 ab Be8 
19 4b3 Dxe4 20 Axd4cd 21 Ba4 
Wh4 22 g1d3! 23 &xd3 A2g4 0-1, 
Farago—Honfi, Hungary Ch. 1973. 
Rather unlucky that 24 %c2 (24 
Wel Wxel 25 Bxel c5) 24.. 
4&c5 25 Ba3 Oxd3 and 26... Re2 
wins. 

3) 11...4c7 12 a4 (12 Sh a6 
13 a4 8b8 transposes to the main 
line while 12 4d2 can be answered 


by 12...8b8 13 a4 a6 14 &c4 
tranposing to 3a or 12... 2f6 13 
h3 OhS!? 14 WF3 bS 15 Oxb5 


®xb5 16 &xb5 Hb8 17 a4 a6 18 
Ac6 Ad4+ 19 Shi Wh4 with an 
unclear position, Farago—F ilipowicz 
Pojanica Zdroj 1974, Y—r, 34 or 
finally by 12. . . Be8, which trans- 
poses to line 1 on page 79) 12... 
a6 (12...8b8 13 d2 Af6 
14 4c4 b6 15 Ad2 a6 16 Mel! 
with the idea of 16...b5 17 
ab ab) 618 a5 Qd7 19 Qh4! 
was + in Farago—Honfi, Kecskemet 
1979, 1—0, 44 although 13 @h1 
transposing to the main line may be 
even better, while 12...9a6 13 
Qe3 D4 14 Me? Be8 15 AFf2 a6 


16 @h1 as in Portisch—S. Garcia, 
Madrid 1973, 1—0, 55 is clearly 
good for White since he has gained 
tempi over C. Finally 12... 2f6 
13 &c4!? 2g4 14 h3 Qxf3 15 
&xf3 2d7, Timman—Masic, Sombor 
1974, 1—0, 40 and now 16 &d2 
4b6 17 b3 + seems the simplest) 
and now: 
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3a) 13 Dd2 (this move is effective 
here because Black has weakened 
the b6 square by playing .. . a6 
rather than ...8b8) 13...8b8 
(13... &d4+ 14 hi Of6 15 Dc4 
224 16 Wel is good for White — 
compare this with Shamkovich— 
Suetin given in 1, where 4b6 is not 
possible and ... b5! is) 14 Qc4 Df6 
(14...8e8 15 wf3 Wc7 16a5 was 
also good for White in Saidy—Evans, 
US Ch. 1964) 15 a5 ]b5 16 f5! 
“He8 17 Da4 Od4 18 Dab6 c7 
19 &f4 with a clear plus for White, 
Farago—Planinc, Polanica Zdroj 
1979, 1—0, 49. 

3b) 13 Yel Bb8 14 e5 (14 a5 
looks good, for example 14... b5 
15 ab Bxb6 16 4d2 or 15. 
@xb6 16 f5) 14... 4b6 15 f5! 


de! 16 fg fg 17 Ag5 Bd6 18 wh4 
&cxd5? (18... Abxd5! is unclear 
according to Gulko) 19 Bad1c4 20 
@xd5 cd 21 De7+ Sh8 22 AxeS! 
AMS 23 BxfS AxeS 24 Bxe5 1-0, 
Gulko—Savon, Lvov 1978. 

3c) 13 Sh1 8b8 transposes to the 
main line. 

Of these variations 11... Be8 is 
the only one to offer equalising 
chances. 

12 @hi 
This is better than 12 Qd2 (12 a4 
4)b4 followed by . . . a6 falls in 
with Black’s plans and 12 4b5 &b6 
13 2c4 Qc7 14 a4 4xb5 15 ab a6 
16 Qd2 Yc7 is roughly equal, 
Jimenez—Browne, Winnipeg 1974, 
Y—Y,, 24) 12...b5! 13 a4 (13 
4xb5 c4! and now 14 &xc4 Bxb5 
15 &xb5 &b6+ 16 Sh1 &xb5 F or 
14 @xc4 BxbS5 15 Oxd6 and now 
15...8b4 16 a3 Bd4 17 4b5 
Bxe4 18 Qxe4 Bb6+ 19 Shi 
Wxb5 +, Thorbergsson—Tringov, 
Reykjavik 1974, O—-1, 60 or 15... 
Bxd5 16 &xc8 8d4 17 Se3 Qdc5 
18 Qxa6 Bxd1 19 Saxdl a5 
20 He7+ Sh8 21 Ac4 Axe4 F, 
Horvath—Sikora, Vengria 1979) 13 
Dae ilo...c4+ 14 Re2 b4 
15 b5 c3 16 Dc4 Db6 17 be 
b4 15 4b5 c3 16 4c4 4b6 17 be 
4xc4 18 &xc4ac5 19 e5 de 20 
cb was good for White in Zelinski— 
Zhuravlyev, corr. 1974) followed 
either by the safe 14...2b4 or 
the risky 14...c4!? 15 @xc4 
4dc5 16 8a3 axd3 17 &xd3 cS, 
with a satisfactory position for 
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Black. 
es Qc7 
13 a4 a6 

13... 2f6 14 Bel! (this is good 
now that h4 is available for the 
queen) 14... 8e8 (14...a6 15 
a5 and now 15...b5 16 ab Bxb6 
17 ]d2 and 15... 8e8 16 &h4 
b5 17 f5 are very good for White) 
15 &h4 a6 16 f5! (White doesn’t 
even have to stop for a5 now) 16... 
b5 (16...4d7 17 fgand17...hg 
18 2g5 or 17... fg 18 225 Qf6 
19 e5! de 20 Se4 give White a 
winning attack) 4—%, Law—Nunn, 
London 1981 although White is 
winning, e.g. 17 ab ab 18 &g5 b4 
19 e5! when 19...de 20 He4 
@cxd5 21 fg hg 22 &c4 and 19 
...be 20ef cb 21 Bab1 Af8 22 
fg hg 23 &xg6 are equally catas- 
trophic. 

After 13 . .. a6 there are three 
examples: 


a) 14 a5 b5 15 ab Bxb6 16 4d2 
Of6 17 &f3 Db5 18 Bc4 Od4 
19 &f2 8b4 20 h3 2b3 21 Ha2 
4xcl 22 Hxcl Ah6 23 g4 with 
some plus for White, Gastonyi— 
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Forintos, Hungary 1965, 1—0, 44. 
b) 14 f5 b5 15 ab Oxb5 16 Qg5 
f6 17 Af4 Be5 18 h3 Bf7 19 g4 
Of8 20 Ha2 Od4 21 Bxd4 cd 22 
4e2 Bb4 23 Hcl &b6 24 Bf2 a5 
25 Hc2 Hc7 26 Ad2 and again 
White stands better, Spassky— 
Savon, Moscow 1971, 1—0, 36. 
c) 14 We2 He8 15 Bf2b5 165 
c4 17 &c2 cS 18 ab Oxb5 19 
@xb5 Bxb5 20 Od4 Bb7 21 Bc6 
Wco7 22 a5 de 23 d6 &xd6 24 
fe Wd5 25 Dxb7 Qxb7 26 Bad 
with a distinct plus for White, 
Shamkovich—Lein, USSR 1957, 
1—0, 41. 
None of these three examples is 
100% convincing (e.g. 15... abin 
Spassky—Savon) but the unanimous 
verdict in favour of White is 
ominous. My personal preference is 
for 14 a5, with perhaps 17 2c4 
Bb4 18 f5 as an improvement over 
Gastonyi—Forintos. 
B: 

9 Re2 
The advantages of this move are 
that the d-pawn is better defended 
when it comes to playing e5 and 
that . . . c4 doesn’t gain a tempo. 
The disadvantage is that the bishop 
is not so actively placed on e2 and, 
in particular, doesn’t cover the e- 
pawn. A quick ... 2f6 by Black 
will transpose to the Four Pawns 
Attack, but with Black a tempo 
down. In such a sharp line this 
difference is sufficient to give 
White a near-winning position, so 
. . . &f6 is to be avoided for as 


long as possible. Postal grandmaster 
Adrian Hollis has adopted 9 2e2. 

: ae 0—0 

10 }f3 a6 
A drastic example of the perils of 
. . . &f6 is Hollis—Kondali, corr. 
1972 which went 10...a6?! 11 
a4 He8 120-0 ]f6 13 eS de 14 
fe g4 15 2g5 f6 16 ef Axf6 17 
WYd2 AfS 18 h3! AxgS 19 Bxg5 
4e3 20 &xd8 Sxd8 21 Bf2 h5 
22 Hh4 Bf8 23 Bel Oc2 24 Bef 
He3 25 xg6! 1—0. In Hollis— 
Hammar, corr. 1977/8, 10...b6 
was roughly treated: 11 O—O 2a6 
12 &xa6 Oxa6 13 £5! (once again 
this move proves effective) 13... 
He8 14 Og5 Qf6 15 Axf6 Dxf6 
16 g5 @b8 (a strange-looking 
move, but 16 .. . &b4 would just 
have left the knight ineffectively 
posted on the wrong side of the 
board) 17 fg hg 18 &f3 abd7 19 
Wf4 BeS 20 8f3 a6 21 BSafl Ye7 
22 &h4 8d8 23 Bh3 Dh5 24 
@xf7 1—0. Exchanging bishops is 
evidently too slow. 

11 0-0 4\c7 

12 a4 Bb8 

12... Be8 is also possible, when 

13 )d2 (13 @h1 f6 is similar) 
4)f6 transposes to the note to 
White’s 13th move on page 13. 

13 @hl 

Or 13 Hel (13 &c4 seems too 

ambitious; — in Hughes—Nunn, 
Oxford 1979 White’s centre col- 
lapsed after 13. ..a6 14 Yd3 Of6 
15 eS Qf5 16 Y%d1 4d7 17 Bel de 
18 d6 2e6 19 fe Ag4! 20 wd5 


Axf3 21 gf Od4 22 Bf Axe5 —+, 
O—1, 31) 13...a6 14a5b5 15 ab 
Bxb6 (15...@xb6 16e5 Ab7 17 
e4 de 18 Oxc5 Axd5 19 fe Be8 
20 Qf4 was slightly better for White 
in Teichmann—Dodgson, corr.1979/ 
80, 1-0, 37) 16 Hd2 Qd4+ (16... 
Af6 17 ]c4 Bb4 18 e5 de 19 d6 
#e6 20 fe 4g4 21 Axg4 Bxc4 22 
Qf3 wh4 23 4d5 is good for 
White — the function of Hel 
holding the e5 pawn is important 
in this line) 17 @h1 f6 and Back 
stands well, for example 18 &f3 
(18 4c4 Bb4) Bb4 19 Sb3 4e4! 
20 Qxg4 Qxg4 21 &xg4 Bxb3 and 
Black’s bishop is the dominant 


minor piece. 
eres a6 
14 a5 b5 


i 


i 
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15 ab Bxb6 

15 ...@xb6 16 f5!? gf 17 ef 
Axf5 18 De5! (a very imaginative 
attacking idea) 18...de 19 Bxf5 
@bxd5 20 xd5 &xd5 21 wf 
(Black’s pieces are surprisingly help- 
less to prevent Ha3—g3) 21... 8b4 
22 Ha3 Se6 23 Bg3 f6 was Hollis— 
Nunn, Oxford 1975, 0—1, 33 and 
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now 24 &h6 would have given 
White good chances. 
16 Qd2 Af6 
17 Qc4 Bb4 18 &xd6? (18 
4a5? Dxe4! 19\4c6 &h4 was also 
bad, but the critical line is 18 e5 de 
19 d6 Se6 20 fe g4 21 Qxg4 
Bxc4 22 Ye2 with an unclear 
position) 18... Hd4 19 Wel &xd6 
20 e5 Yb6 21 ef &xf6 22 Af3 
He8 23 Wf2 Db5 24 Da4 (24 Be3 
=) 24... Af5 25 &xc5? Bd6! 26 
Ab7 Yb6 27 a5 di! 0-1, 
Hollis—Nunn, Oxford 1976. 
C: 
9 a4 
Probably the most accurate 
move. White awaits a favourable 
opportunity to transpose to lines A 
and B. Black’s main problem is 
that . . . 2c7 is necessary to dis- 
lodge the bishop and this cuts out 
lines based on... . b4. It should be 
noted that although 9 a4 appears to 
allow .. . a6—b4, this manoeuvre 
is not very good for Black since the 
knight ends up offside and without 
a retreat. 
ee 0—0 
9... %h4+ 10 g3 We7 has slightly 
more point now, but 11 4f3! 
Axc3+ 12 be Bxe4t+ 13 SF2 
O—O 14 Hel Bf5 15 Qf1! is still 
good for White. 
10 Sf3 4a6 
10... a6?!) 11 Me2! OFf6 (11 
... Be8 12 0-0 Of6 is Hollis— 
Kondali in B) 12 O—O Wc7 (12... 
Qg4 13 e5 Axf3 14 Axf3 de 15 
fe Dfd7 16e6 De5 17 Ag4! +, 
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Semkov—Popov, Bulgaria Ch. 1980/ 
1, 1—0, 32) 13 eS He8 14 e6! fe 


15 Qc4 Ye7 16 de Dc7 17 f5! 
with a decisive attack, Kasparov— 
Kuijpers, Dortmund 1980, 1—0, 
28. 

10... 8e8 11 0—0 will trans- 
pose to this note after 11... a6?! 
or to the main line after 11... 2a6. 


11 0-0 &b4 

Most frequently played, but this 
is just one fairly dismal choice 
amongst many. Others: 
1) 11... 8c7 12 &c4 (12 2d3 
transposes to line 3 on page 80 
which was considered better for 
White and is therefore another 
good move) 12...a6 (12... 4b6 
13 Ad3 &s4 14 h3 Axf3 15 
Wxf3 Da6 16 e5! de 17 £5 Db4 
18 Me4 Y&h4 was Cooper—Soos, 
Wales—Germany 1979, %—%, 41 
and now 19 @h2 was very good for 
White) 13 Bel (13 Yel Hb8 and 
now 14e5 b5 15 e6 Se8 16f5 is 
unclear, so Holzl—Nunn, Baden 
1980 went 14 a5 b5 15 ab Oxb6 
16 Qa2 Ag4! 17 Yg3 Axf3 18 Bxf3 
4b5 19 f5 2d4 20 Bf2 2f6! with 
advantage for Black, 0O—1, 31) 13 

. Bb8 14€5b5 15 ab (15 e6 bc 
16 e7 We8 17 ef=&t+ Wxf8 is 
rather unclear, but after the ex- 
change of a-pawns this line would 
be very good for White with the 
rook on al coming into action on 
a7, hence Black avoids 15... ab) 
15... . 266 and White must be 
better although in Silakov—Kristal, 
Leningrad Ch. 1972 16 e6 fe 17 


de Ye7 18 Af1 ab 19 Oxb5 Oxb5 
20 &xbS Bf6 21 f5?! led toa 
complex position, O—1, 32. If such 
double-edged play does not appeal, 
the safe 12 &d3 is enough to put 
Black off this line. 

2) 11... 8e8 12 Bel and Black 
cannot avoid transposition to a bad 
line. 
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12 Bel! 

Other moves are not so convincing: 
1) 12 2e3 a6 (12... DF6 helps the 
bishop to settle on c4 and in Soos— 
Povah, Birmingham 1977 13 h3 a6 
14 &c4 Dxe4?! 15 Dxe4 Be8 16 
4e5! b6 17 Og5 de 18 fe gave 
White a clear plus, 1—0, 44) 13 &c4 
(13 Me2 Of6 14h3 He8 is awkward) 
13... 4b6 (13... Bb8 14h3 Be8 
15 &f2 b5 16 ab Ob6 17 Me2 ab 
18 Qh4 Qf6 19 Axf6 &xf6 20 
&xb5 was good for Whife in A. 
Zaitsev—Gufeld, Debrecen 1970, 
1—0, 29) 14 Qe2 Qg4 and White is 
just slightly better. 

2) 12 Sh1 (not especially helpful 
here) 12...a6(12...4f6 13 
f5!1? a6 14 2c4 Dg4 15 Ag5 Af6 
16 Axf6 Wxf6 17 Yd2 gf 18 Bael 


NV 


S 


NY 


SSS 


ee 


f4. 19 e5 was better for White in 
Butnoris—Bangiev, USSR 1977, 4— 
Y,, 34, but these moves are far from 
forced!) 13 &c4 Db6 14 Be2 Ag4 
15 &e3 Be8 16 Y&b3 8c8 17 Bad 
a5!? 18 h3 AfS 19 Ad2 Axc3 
20 bc @4xd5 21 Qgl &d7 with 
complications, Cooper—Nunn, Ox- 
ford 1975, 0-1, 36. 

3) 12 &d2 (White simply develops) 
12...a6 (12... Of6 13 &b3 Ag4 
14 2c4 Bd7 15 h3 Axf3 16 Bxf3 
a6 17 @hl @h8 18 Bel +, Dorosh- 
kevich—Pfleger, Polanica Zdroj 
1971, 1—0 76) 13 &e2 He8 14 Bel 
Af6 (14....<Bb8 15 Sh1 Of6 16 
O\d2b6 17 Ag3 Ab7 18 AFf3 bS 
19 ab ab 20 %b3 4, Doroshkevich— 
Anikaiev, USSR 1976, 1—0, 39) 15 
®d2 Ad7 16 Bh4 b5 17 eS5de 18 
Ade4 BFS 19 ab Axe4 20 Dxe4 
Yb6 21 Axf6 Axf6 22 f5 Ag7 23 
ba c4+ 24 @h1 Bxa6 25 Bxa6 
Yxa6 26 Qxc4! &b6 27 dé gf 28 
Qxf7+! 1-0 (28... &xf7 29 
%h5+), Doroshkevich—Krementski, 
USSR 1975. Only Doroshkevich 
has played 12 Q&d2, but his results 
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have certainly been good! 

aa ares a6 

13 Afi 
13 &c4 Db6 14 Be2 Ag4 15 h3 
Axf3 16 &xf3 was |. Watson— 
Nunn, British Ch. 1980, 0—1, 40 
and now 16... @c4 was fine for 
Black, with the idea of ... 4a5 and 

. ¢4 invading on d3 and b3. 13 

Afl, on the other hand, leaves 
Black with no way to gain a tempo 
by moving the @ on d7 and so’ 
White has time for h3, preventing 
the liberating exchange ... &g4xf3. 

Poe Ee8 
14 h3 Wc7 (14... 8b8 15 Be3 b6 
16 &d2 Ab7 17 Af2 Be7 18 Ac4 
W%f8 was unpleasantly passive for 
Black, Enevoldsen—F ilipowicz, 
Siegen 1970, 0—1, 38) 15 Wb3 f5 
16 Ad2 Of8 17 e5 witha disgusting 
position (from Black’s side, anyway), 
Nepomishy—Agapov, Leningrad Ch. 
1980, 1—0, 31. 

Black badly needs a new idea 

against 8 &b5+ and 9 a4 to keep 
the Benoni in business. 


8. Mikenas Attack 


This is White’s most forthright 
attacking line against the Benoni. 
He plays the thematic eS break at 
the first possible moment and 
manages to catch Black’s king in 
the centre as a result. But this does 
involve a pawn sacrifice and, more- 
over, White is obliged to launch his 
attack with most of his pieces still 
on their original squares, so if 
something goes wrong the backlash 
is usually disastrous. As with many 
sharp opening lines, theory considers 
the main variation to be a draw, 
although in this case there are 
offshoots if Black wants to play for 
a win. 
1d4 4f6 2c4c5 3d5 e6 44c3 
ed 5 cdd6 6e4 g6 7 f4 Ag7 8 
e5 

Chan. Dfd7 

Almost universal as the alternative 
8 .. . de is very risky upon 9 fe 
Afd7 10 e6 fe (10. ..&xc3+ 11 bc 
Wh4+ 12 g3 We4+ 13 Ye2 will trans- 
pose to 2 below after 13... Y&xe2+ 
followed by 14... . fxe6 since 13 

.Y%xhl 14ed+ @xd7 15 &h3+ 
f5 16 We6+ Sd8 17 Qg5+ is 
winning for White) 11 de and now: 
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divergence: 
1a) 12 Sd5 Bxe6+ 13 We2 wxe2+ 
14 &xe2 0O-O0 15 Dc7 Dc6 16 
4)xa8 Ob4 17 Of3! (holding on to 
the material by 17 Sd1 is dangerous 
after 17... Be5 threatening . . 
Hd8+) 17...&c2+ 18 Sd1 Oxal 
19 2c4+ Sh8 20 Hel (Black’s 
knight is the more difficult to 
extract) 20... Of6 (20...a6 21 
Re6 De5 22 HxeS Bxe5 23 
Axc8 was Shereshevsky—Semeniuk, 
Armed Forces Ch., USSR 1974 and 
now 23 ...H8xc8 24 &xe5 Bxa8 
was at least equal for Black; in the 
game 23... Hd8+ 24 2d2 Qxb2 
25 4b6 led to 1—0, 37 but 21 2c7 


looks much more logical than 21 
Se6 so Black’s best chance is 
probably 20... b6! 21 Axb6 ab 
with an unclear position) 21 Sc7 
Bd8+ 22 Qd2 Bh6 23 Deb Axeb6 
24 Bxe6 2g4 25 Scl Axd2+ 26 
#xd2 and White was much better 
in Lputian—Magerramov, USSR 
1979, 1—0, 44. 

1b) 12 &e2 (looks the most con- 
vincing move) b6 (12... f6 13 
Af4 Axe6 14 Qd6 Yd8 15 wa4+ 
followed by 8d1 is also good for 
White) 13 Qf4 Qxe6 14 DF3 Ac4 
15 O0O-O Qxe2 16 Dxe2 0-0 (a 
natural reaction, but 16... 2c6 
would have offered more survival 
chances) 17 &d6 Ye3+ 18 hl 
Hd8 19 Sf4 we4 (White threatened 
20 Hel Wf2 21 He2) 20 Og5 wc6 
21 &b3+ 1—0, Lputian—Magerra- 
mov, USSR Young Masters Ch. 
1980 in view of 21 ...c4 22 Wh3 
followed by Ye6+. 

2) 11) Gene (11. . xes+ 
12 bc transposes after 12... Y&h4+ 
while 12... We7 13 Of3 Y&xe6+ 
14 Be2 O-O 15 0-0 4b6 is very 
good for White) 12 g3 &xc3+ 13 
bc We4+ 14 We2 Yxe2+ 15 Axe? 
(15 &xe2 OF8 16 Mg2 is also better 
for White) 15... Of8 (15... Be5 
16 Of3) 16 e7 (16 OF3 Axe6 17 
0O—O or 17 &h6 is another fine 
reputed to be good for White, 
although there are few practical 
examples to back up these assess- 
ments) 16...9e6 17 Of3 Bc6 18 
0—O h6 (unpleasant, but 18... 
@xe7 19 Bh6 followed by Wael, 
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etc. is also dreadful) 19 &c4 g5 (19 
...@xe7 20 Oh4 De5 21 Axeb6 
and 22 &f4) 20 &a3 b6 21 Gael 
Ac7 (21...8xe7 22 4d4) 22 e5 
&xe5 23 Bxe5 Ag4 24 Af7+ Sd7 
25 c4h5 26 &cl Be6 27 Bdit+ 
@xe7 28 Axe6 SF6 (28 .. . Axe6 
29 Edel Hh6 30 &xg5+) 29 Hdel 
Bhe8 30 Axg5+ Sg6 31 h4 1-0, 
Partos—Zuodar, Switzerland 1976, 
3) 11... 4f6 (11... 4e5 12 
Wxd8tuSxd8 13 295+ or 11.22 
4f8 12 DabS &xdi+ 13 Sxdl 
Axe6 14 2c4 4a6 15 OF3 followed 
by Hel) 12 &xd8+ &xd8 13 2g5 
Axe6 140—0—0+ Se7 15 Bel Sf7 
16 Dh3 Be8 17 AFf4 (another 
appalling position for Black) 17... 
Af5 18 &c4+ Sf8 19 Bxe8t+ 
4xe8 20 Bfl Af6 21 Axf6 Dxf6 
22 SDe6+ 1-0, Kuzmin—Espig, 
Zinnowitz 1971. 
9 e4 

9 )b5 de 10 4d6+ transposes 
to the main line. 9 ed is quite 
inoffensive, for example 9... 0—0 
10 Sf3 DF6 11 Be2 He8 or 11 
...a6 12 a4 &xd6, but 9 e6 is 
playable. One possible line is9... 
fe 10 de Db6 (10... Of6 11 Ac4 
is dangerous) 11 e4 (White admits 
that he has nothing, but berserk 
attacking moves like 11 f5 only 
rebound if Black just continues 
developing by 11...0—-0) 11... 
O-O 12 &xd6 &xd6 13 Oxd6 
Rxe6 14 Axb7 Ha4 15 DF3 Dd7 
16 &b5 )xb2 17 Bb1 Bab8 which 
is generally assessed as equal 
(Mileika—Elkon, Riga 1959) but 
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the position is messy enough for 
any result to be possible! The 
straightforward 18 &xb2 Bxb7 19 
&xg7 @xg7 is certainly better for 
Black in view of White’s weak 
f-pawn. 

eee de 

10 Hd6+ Ge7 

There is no reason at all why 

Black should block in his own 
pieces by 10 ... @f8?, when 11 
4)f3! gives White a dangerous and 
enduring attack. 
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11 &xc8+ 

Or 11 @b5 (11 fe Axe5 12 
4xc8+ Wxc8 13 d6+ Sf8 14 Of3 
is well answered by 14... &bc6) 
11... Be8! (11... f8 12 af3 
e4 13 4g5 Of6 14d6h6 15 Oxf7 
@xf7 16 &c4+ Sf8 17 Ac7 Ac6 
18 &e3 Qd7 19 Axc5S was unclear 
in Brinck-—Claussen — _ Fedder, 
Denmark Ch. 1972, while 11... a6 
12 d6+ @f8 13 Oc7 Ba7 14 Of3 
Wo 15 2c4 b5 16 Axf7! is 
winning for White according to 
Kapengut) 12 d6+ @f8 13 c7 
eft 14 @xe8? (14 e2! is the 
critical line when 14... &h4+ 15 


@fl1 Q2d4 16 wel leads nowhere, so 
Black should play 14... @c6 when 
15 Oxe8 &xe8 16 OfF3 Sd4 17 
®xd4 Qxd4 18 Axf4 De5 gives 
him a clear plus with the White king 
trapped in the centre, but | would 
like to see a courageous, or fool- 
hardy, person try 15 ]xa8; of course 
Black has a powerful attack but it is 
a whole rook and the return of the 
knight to c7 gains a tempo by hitting 
the other rook) 14... . Yxe8+ 
(this seems clearer than Hartston’s 
14... &h4+ which is good for 
Black after 15 @d2 Dxe8 16 Wel+ 
Yxelt+ 17 @xel ReS, but 15 g3!? 
fg 16 Sf3 g2+ 17 Oxh4 gh=w¥ is 
exceedingly unclear after 18 We2, 
and if 18... 2e5 19 Of3) 15 Be2 
He5 16 Axf4 Dbc6 (Black stands 
very well since White has trouble 
developing his knight while Black 
has central outposts on e5 and d4) 
17 Dh3 2xh3 18 gh Of3+ 19 Sf2 
We4 20 Qxf3 Wxf4 21 Sg2 Hd4 


22 Scl f5! O-1, Smirnov— 
Kapengut, Minsk 1979. 
eee, wxc8 


12 Of3 

The alternative is 12 d6+ which 
forces Black to block his rook, but 
on the other hand allows the devel- 
opment of the knight on b8 to c6, 
followed by occupation of the 
outpost on d4: 12 d6+ @f8 13 
Of3 e4 (13...8c6 and now 14 
Rc4 D6 15 Rb3 e4 16 He5 Axe5 
17 fe c4 18 &c2 &f5 was good for 
Black in Baumbach—Polugayevsky, 
Bad Liebenstein 1963, O—1, 40 


but 14 2e2 h6 15 fe Hdxe5 16 
0-0 4xf3+ 17 Axf3 Q2d4+ 18 
@h1 Sg7 19 Qd5 Bf8 was unclear 
in Gipslis—Grigorian, USSR Ch. 
semifinal 1964, %—-%, 69, Black 
alternatives being 14 &e2 4d4 or 
14 Me2 e4 15 Og5 h6 16 Dxe4 
Md4 keeping White’s king in the 
centre) 14 4g5 h6 15 @xf7 (15 
@xe4 We8! 16 We2 Dc6 17 Sf2 
Qd4+ 18 Sg3 Sg7 19 Dc3 wf8 
20 h3 a6 21 W&f3 Wxd6 and Black 
was a pawn up with the better 
position, Partos—Holm, Skopje 
1972) 15... @xf7 16 &c4+ Sf8 
17 f5 (White has a few chances 
but Black should defend) 17... 
g5? (17... &c6! is given by Larsen, 
while 17... &d4 18 fg e5 19 
Bflt+ g7 also looks sound) 18 
Yd5 De5 19 f6! Q2xf6 20 0O—0 Sg7 
21 Bxf6 @xf6 22 AxgS+ Sg6 23 
Wxe5 hg 24 Bfl 8f8 25 &xe4+ 
@h6 26 Af7 Sxf7 27 Sxf7 wh8 
28 We6+ ShS 29 Yh3+ Sg6 30 
Y%xh8 Bc6 31 &h7 mate, Maffeo— 
Pastor, USA 1973. A nice attacking 
game, but the overall verdict is that 
12 d6+ is better for Black. 
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ee Be8 

If Biack wants to win, he might 
very well try 12...e4!?, an idea of 
Nigel Povah: 12 ...e4!? 13 Og5 
(13 d6+ f8 transposes to the last 
note) 13... . b6 (prevents &c4 
and ¥%d5) and now: 
1) 14 d6+ Sf8 15 a4 (15 Bc4 
@xc4 16 d5 axd6 17 &xd6+ 
@g8 18 0-0 Ad4+ 19 Sh1 wf5 — 
this move, preventing White’s f5, is 
one of Black’s main ideas in Povah's 
line — 20 g4 Bd7 21 Dxe4 Bc6 22 
Bel @g7 and Black is winning, 
Kerr—Povah, London 1976) 15... 
h6 16a5 hg 17 ab a6 18 Wd5 Yc6 
19 &c4 &xd5 20 Axd5 Dd7 21 
Qxb7 Bb& 22 2c6 Oxb6 with an 
unclear position, Kooiman—Povah, 
London 1976. 
2) 14 &b3 (14 Oxe4 Bd8 15 d6+ 
@f8 followed by .. . &d4 stops 
White castling while 14 d6+ @f8 
15 @xe4 Web is similar to Partos— 
Holm given in the last note — finally 
the quiet 14 &e2 can also be met 
by 14...8d4)14...8f5 15 d6+ 
@f8 16 &c4 (16 g4 Yd7) h6 17 
®xf7 (17 Re6?! fe 18 Axe6+ Sg8! 
wins for Black) 17... @xc4 18 
Y&xb7 (18 Oxh8 Oxd6) 18... wxf7 
19 Yxa8 Ye8 20 &xa7 2d4 and 
Black has a strong initiative. 

13. fe 

The older lines still present a few 
problems, for example 13 &c4 (13 
Qe2 Sf8 14 0-0 e4 15 D5 h6 
16 f5 hg 17 fg and the attack is 
refuted by 17... 2e5 rather than 
17. . . @f6? as in Meinsohn— 
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Podzielny, Groningen 1974/5, O—1, 
AO) 13... 978 (13... 266 4 
d6+ Sf8 15 &b5 Dc6 16 O—O Sgs 
17 fe &xe5 is equal according to 
Suetin) 14 0O—O 4b6 (14...e4 15 
]g5 h6 16 &xf7 Ad4+ 17 Shi 
@xf7 18 f5 Df6 19 fg+ Sg7 20 
Bxf6 Axf6 21 wh e3 left White 
with insufficient attack in Gigerl— 
Grunfeld, Groningen 1974/5, 0-1, 
47 but 16 f5! was a more dangerous 
sacrifice, with White’s bishop being 
much more actively placed than in 
Meinsohn—Podzielny above) 15 
Ab5 Bd8& 16 fe (16 d6 a6 17 Be2 
e4 is good for Black) 16... 8xd5 
17 Bel Dc6 18 Axc6 Bxc6 19 
Wh4 Sg8 20 4g5 h5 21 Oxf7 8f8 
22 Ah6! Bd4 23 Wf2 Me6 24 Axg7 
Bxf7 (24...@xg7 25 Og5! we7 26 
Yxf8+ wins) 25 AfF6 Dd5 26 Wc2 
Sh7 %—Y Mikenas—Suetin, USSR 
Ch. 1962 although White seems to 
be slightly better now. Perhaps the 
risky 17... .C4!? is possible. 
Eee @xe5 

An interesting alternative is 13 

. &F8, with the continuation 14 
e6 (14 AbS a6 15 Qxd7 Dxd7 16 
e6 fe 17 O—O &g8 is good for 
Black) 14... fe 15 Re2 (15 d6 &g8 
16 &c4 Ac6 17 0-0 DE 18 Qb3 
@d4 19 Sg5 Y%c6 20 %e4 Dxb3 
21 ab &xd6 and White had insuf- 
ficient compensation in Vukovic— 
Petrosian, Bar 1980, O0—1, 46) 15 

. ed (after 15... 2f6 16 d6 
would have more point) 16 0—0 
Af6 17 Og5 Mc6! 18 a4 (18 Ab5!? 
Wxb5 19 Oxh7+ Sg8 20 Axf6+ 


Axf6 21 Wxd5+ Sg7 22 gS! 
4d7 23 Bxf6 axf6 24 Axfot 
@xf6 25 Bfl+ Sg7 26 &f7+ with 
a draw is Hardicsay’s analysis) 18... 
c4 19 &xh7+ @g8 20 Oxf6t 
Axf6 21 Bxf6 &xf6 22 wxd5+ 
Wf7 23 wxf7+ Sxf7 24 Axc4t+ 
@g7 25 b4 &c6 26 2b2+ Sh6 27 
Ba3 Bad8 28 Qf6 Bd1+ 29 Sf2 
Bd2+ 30 @f1 “%—% Sobek— 
Hardicsay, Ostrava 1979. To my eye 
13... @xe5 looks the safer move. 
14 Ab5 4)bd7 

Hartston suggests the exchange 
offer 14... . We4!? 15 Bxe8 (15 
@)xe5 b4+) 15...%xg2 16 Bfl 
xe8, but 15 0-0 Oxf3+ 16 &xf3 
Y%xf3 17 Bxf3 looks awkward, for 
example 17... &d7 (17... &d4+ 
18 &e3) 18 Ag5+ f6 19 Bel+ @f7 
(19... @d6 20 Qf4+!) 20 Bxe8 
@xe8 21 Qxf6 Axf6 22 Bxf6 and 
White still has an advantage. 
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15 0—0 
15 Dxe5 Sf8 
transposes. 
leer fs 
15 ...a6? 16 Dxe5 QxeS5 17 
d6+ Sf8 18 Yd5 Ad4+ 19 Shi 


16 O—O just 


4f6 20 Ah6+ Sg8 21 Axf6! Axf6 
22 d7 ab 23 dc=& Baxc8 24 
Wxb7 Qxb2 25 Bfl 1-0 was J. 
Littlewood—Povah, England 1975, 
while 15... @xf3+? 16 W&xf3 De5 
17 Qg5+ Sf8 18 Wf2 is also very 
dangerous for Black. 
16 Dxe5 Bxe5 

16... @xe5 17 S13 7S 18 g4 
proved too dangerous for Black in 
Rajkovi¢—Planinc, Majdanpek 1976 
after 18... &d4+ (18 ...a6 = was 
given by Rajkovicé but 19 &c4 b5 
20 gf bc 21 fg+ OF6 22 2g5 looks 
rather nasty for Black) 19 Sh1 Se5 
20 4g2 Hd8 21 gf Sg7 22 Og5 
Hd6 23 Baei Hb6 24 Af4!, 1-0, 
56. 

17 Af4 c4! 

When the variation with 13 fe 
appeared round about 1974 White 
suddenly started scoring well with 
the Mikenas attack, but Kapengut’s 
17. ..c4! has restored the balance. 
Other moves are not convincing: 17 

.a6 (17... Be4 18 Wf3f5 19 
Bael looks very risky for Black) 18 
&xe5 (18 &xd7 transposes while 18 
Me2 Be8 19 d6b5 20 a4 c4 21 
Af3 Yc5+ 22 Shi Bad8 23 ab ab 
24 b4! was unclear in Brondum— 
Nunn, Ostend 1975, 4—%4, 30) 18 

. AxeS5 (18 ...axe5 19 Me2 c4 
20 @h1 Bc5 21 %&d2 was Sosonko— 
Jakobsen, Barcelona 1975 and now 
Hartston suggests 21 .. . 4d6 as 
better than 21... 8d8 22 8fd1 b5 
23 a4! b4 24 Bacl as played, when 
White won in 41 moves, but the 
weakness of the c-pawn must give 
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White the edge) 19 Qxd7 (19 @e2 
could well be better) 19... &xd7 
20 Wb3 (20 Bf3 Bd8 21 Bad 
intending d6 maintains an edge for 
White) 20...@g7 21 Bael f6 22 
@h1 bS 23 &f3 Yd6 24 Be2 Bd8 
25 Bd1 h5 26 BHe4c4 27 We2 Hc8 
28 h3 BcS Y%—Y Shereshevsky— 
Savon, USSR 1974. Possibly Black 
should be able to draw these 
exchange down positions, but why 
bother when there is something 
better? 


WS 
S 


18 d4 

Everything else is good for Black, 
for example 18 &xd7 (18 &xe5 
@xe5 19 @hl &c5 20 &a4 Bd8 
gives Black two pawns and a big 
positional plus for the exchange) 
18... M%cS+ 19 Shi Bxd5 20 
Yg4 (20 Qd2 hoping for 20... 
Bxd7 21 &b4! flops after 20... 
Wd6) 20... f5 21 Wh3 (21 Se6 fg 
22 Ad6+ Se8 23 AxcS Bxc5 24 
Bael He5 25 Bxe5 AxeS5 26 Hel 
8d8 is given by Kapengut, but 26 

. &xb2 seems to offer much 
better winning chances) 21... .&xd7 
22 &xh7 Sf7 23 Bad1 (23 Ah6 is 
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best answered by 23... 8g8 24 
Bael Be7 25 Hdl We5 with a 
distinct plus for Black, Sofman— 
Kapengut, USSR 1976, rather than 
23... Wf8?! 24 g4! when Black 
was only slightly better in N. 
Davies—Nunn, London 1976, 0-1, 
37) 23... Bad8 24 Bxd7+ Bxd7 
25 h4 We7 26 AgS He2 27 Bf3 
We5 28 Hfl Ye2 29 8f3 Bdi+ 30 
@h2 WeS+ 31 Af4 Yel 32 Sh3 
(Yuferov—Kapengut, USSR 1976, 
%—V,, 56) and now 32... we6! is 
good for Black. 


eee. BfS 
19 &xc4 
Legky—Svedchikov, USSR 1978 


continued 19 Qh6? (imaginative, 
but unsound) 19... &xh6 20 
Qxd7 (20 Wh8+ Se7 21 d6+ is 
answered by 21... ®@xd6! 22 Bd1+ 


—_— 


Bd5 23 Bxd5+ @xd5 24 Adit 
&c5 rather than 21... @e6 22 
Bael+ e5 when 23 Sxe5+! 
BxeS 24 Wf6ot+ dS 25 Bdi+ 
wins; to this we may add the 
lines 21 Bael+ @Sd6 and 20 Bxf5 
Re7! 21 Wf4 B&c5+ 22 Hhi gf 23 
Axd7 &xd5 and in all cases Black is 
better) 20... &g7! (now 20... 
Wxd7 21 Bh8+ Se7 22 Bael+ 
Sd6 23 Wxa8 isunclear) 21 &xg7+ 
@xg7 22 Qxc8 Bxfi+ 23 &xfl 
Bxc8 with a winning position for 
Black, but 2-4, 61. 
1% oe 
20 &xc4 
This ending is unclear after 20... 
Axb2 (20. .. He5 is not so good as 
21 Me2 threatens g4), but | would 
expect the correct result to be a 
draw. 


wxc4 


9. White plays Af3, e4 and &g5 


The basic idea of this line is that 
White aims, by following up with 
4)d2 and &e2, to obtain a favourable 
version of the Classical system in 
which his bishop is on g5 rather 
than buried on c1. If White achieves 
this ambition then he stands well, 
so Black must try to disrupt White’s 
plan. The usual method involves 
chasing the bishop with . .. h6 and 

. £5, followed by Dh5xg3 to 
exchange it off. Black must be 
careful because this manoeuvre 
leaves him dangerously behind in 
development, so play often takes a 
tactical turn at a fairly early stage. 
Experience in the critical line B is 
still fairly limited, but at the 
moment Black is keeping his head 
above water. 


1 d4 Af6 
2 <4 cS 
3 d5 e6 
4 Oc3 ed 
5 cd d6 
6 OFf3 


There are many transpositional 
possibilities in this variation. Here 
White can play 6 e4 g6 7 f3 or 7 
g5, transposing to the main line. 


6s g6 
7 e4 
Or 7 Loe and now: 

1)7...h6 8 Bh4 g5 9 Og3 ans 
and now 10 e3 is chapter 10 while 
10 e4 leads to A, note to White’s 
11th move after 10... 2xg3_ 11 hg 
Re7. 

2) 7... A8g7 8 Ad2 (8 e4 is the 
main line) 8... h6 (best, as 8 . 
0—0 9 e4 leads to the unsatisfactory 
position mentioned below) 9 &h4 
g5 10 223 ah5 11 a4+ (11 e4 is 
A, 11 e3 is Ch. 10 while 11 c4 
4xg3 12 hg 0-0 is likely to Jead to 
one of these two according to 
whether White plays e3 or e4) 11 
... @Ff8 (not 11... Ad7 12 we4+) 
12 e3 (12 e4 xg3 13 hg a6 14 
RQe2 Dd7 15 %c2 De5 16 0-0 h5 
17 Sf3 2g6 18 Bad1 h4 was good 
for Black in Popov—Kluger, Sofia 
1962, 4—%, 49 while 12 &b3 and 
12 Yc2 can be met by 12... 2xg3 
13 hg d7 followed by . . . We7) 
12...@xg3_ 13 hg Od7_ 14 Bc2 
He5 15 fe2 a6 16a4h5!? (16... 
Ye7 is possible, but 16...2d7 17 
a5 Sg8 18 e4 Ab5 19 Dd1 Axe2 
20 Sxe2 %d7 21 De3 b5+ 22 
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4)dc4 &xc4 23 Axc4 Bd4 24 g4 
&g7 25 Sf3! gave White a strong grip 
on the White squares in UhImann— 
Garcia, Mar del Plata 1966, 1—0, 
51 — perhaps best of allis 15... 
Ye7, without weakening the queen- 
side pawns) 17 a5 g4 18 f4 gf 19 
gf h4 20 f4 dg4 Y—-%, Uhimann— 
Espig, Raach 1969. I suspect that 
Black’s position is satisfactory in 
this line, despite the poor practical 
results. Most of the games were 
played in the 1960’s when Black 
players didn’t generally understand 
these positions too well. 


(eee Qg7 
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Now the way divides: 
A) 8 ...h6 9 Ah4g5 
B) 8 ...h6 9 &h4 a6 
Less important alternatives: 
1) 8... 0-0 (a mistake allowing 
White to reach the type of position 
he is aiming for — Zeuthen reports 
that up to 1971 White scored +9 
=1 —2 from this position!) 9 4d2 
and now: 
la) 9...Be8 10 &e2 Sbd7 (10 
...9a6 11 0-0 4c7 12a4b6 13 


f4 Yd7 14 Axf6! Axf6 15 e5 de 
16 Dde4 Hd8 17 d6 De6 18 d7! 
Bxd7 19 %xd7 ef 20 &xe8+ 1-0, 
M. Tseitlin—Sher, USSR 1978 or 
10...b6 110-0 a6 12 f4 Qxe2 


13 Wxe2 a6 14 Wf3 Dbd7 15 
Bael Wc7, as in M. Tseitlin— 
Arseniev, USSR 1978, %4—, 


46 and now 16 &xf6! Axf6 17 
e5 de 18 £5 was good for White) 11 
O—O a6 12 a4 Wc7 and now 13 
@h1 was slightly better for White in 
Blocker—Hongyun, Mexico 1980, 
O—1, 41 but 13 f4! was distinctly 
unpleasant for Black. 

1b) 9...h6 10 2h4 Mbd7 (10... 
b6 11 &e2 Ra6 12 0-0 Axe? 13 
Yxe2 a6 14a4 Be8 15 f4 Mc7 16 
Bael Dbd7 17 Sh Dh7 18 2g3! 
Be7 19 %d3 Dhf6 20e5! OhS 21 
e6 and White won in 48 moves, 
Miles—Robatsch, Biel 1977) 11 2e2 
Be8 (11... We7 12 O—O trans- 
poses to page 32, note to Black’s 
9th move, variation 1) 12 O—O g5 
13 2g3 De5 14 Yc2 Dh7 15 f4 gf 
16 Bxf4 Of8 17 Bafl Ofg6 18 
Bf5! a6 (18... QxfS5 19 ef OF8 
20 &b5 Ofd7 21 Dde4 gives White 
a strong attack) 19 QhS Bf8 20 
Qxg6 fg 21 SBxf8+ Axf& 22 
Rxe5 de 23 4c4 with a permanent 
positional plus, M.  Tseitlin— 
Antonov, USSR 1978, 1—0, 40. 

2) 8 . . . a6 (this is very similar to 
B, into which it can transpose if 
Black plays . . . h6 at some point — 
generally speaking it is better to 
have the bishop on h4 from Black’s 
point of view) 9 4d2 (9 a4 h6 is B) 


9...b5 10 e5!? (an attempt to 
prevent Black from transposing to 
B with ...h6) 10...de 11a4b4 
12 Qce4 0-0 (12... h6 13 Be3 
@xe4 14 Dxe4 DBd7 15 Ad6+ 
@e7 16 De4 Be8 17 cl Sf8 18 
Qxh6 BWh4 19 &xg7+ Sxg7 20 
Ad3 Ab7 21 Dd6 AxdS 22 Axe8+ 
Bxe8 with an unclear position, 
Michalevsky—Lindicrenko, Minsk 
1980, 1—0 44) 13 2c4 Mbd7 140—0 
h6 15 2e3 Bb7 16 }xf6+ Oxf6 17 
Qxc5 He8 18 d6 %c8 19 Axb4 
Qxg2! 20 Sxg2 &b7+ 21 AF3 
Yxb4 22 d7 @xd7 23 &xf7+ 
@xf7 24 &xd7+ Sg8 with advan- 
tage to Black, Michalevsky—Sarbai, 
Minsk 1980, although the game 
ended in a draw. There seems no 
reason why Black should not play 
8 ...h6o0r9...h6 and avoid such 
troublesome lines. 


A: 
Scie h6 
9 Ah4 g5 
10 &g3 @h5 


Originally thought completely 
satisfactory for Black, this line is 
now under a large cloud. 

11 &b5+ 

The only dangerous move. Trans- 
position to the King’s Indian can 
occur after 11 Hd2 (11 Me2 Dxg3 
12 hg O-—O will transpose since 
White must play 2d2 sooner or 
later) axg3 12 hg and now: (58) 
1) 12... a6 (Black should probably 
avoid playing this for a few moves, 
but transposition into this line can 
occur from B in which the moves 
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. a6 and a4 have already been 
played) 13 a4 Qd7 14 Be2 (14 
4c4 De5 15 De3 g4 16 Be2 e5 
17 &c2 b6 18 Bct 0-0 19 2F5 
Axf5 20 ef Hfe8 was good for 
Black in Weber—Tan, Skopje 1972) 
14... We7 (14... 0—0 transposes 
to 2 after 15 c4 Ye7 16 0—0 or 
16 Y%c2, while 15 f4 Bf6 16 e5 
Yg6! 17 Dde4 gf 18 gf f5 19 Ah5S 
Yxg2 20 &f3 w%xb2 21 bl fe! 
22 Bb2 ef 23 Wxf3 Dxe5 24 wg3 
&xf4 was good for Black in Dubsa— 
Dekker, corr. 1979, O—1, 45) 15 a5 
EBb8 16 c2 2d4?! 17 &g4 Sf8?! 
18 De2 AF6 19 BFS DeS5 20 f4 
4g4 21 &xc8 Bxc8 22 e5 with 
advantage for White, Uhlmann— 
Keene, Hastings 1966/7, 4—', 33, 
but Black’s play was artificial. 

2) 12...0—-0 13 Me2 4d7 (13... 
f5 is also possible, for example 14 
2c4 We7 15 ef Axf5 16 De3 Dd7 
17 g4 226 18 2d3 Axd3 19 Bxd3 
e5 20 Ye2 Bf4 21 O—O—0 Wf8 
22 f3 Be8 23 De4 c4 24 Sb! c3! 
25 be bS 26 Bhel b4 27 c4 axf3 
28 gf Bexe4 29 fe &f6 30 Bd3 
Bf2 31 Wxf2 Balt O-1, F. 
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Portisch—Bilek, Zalaegerszeg 1969, 
or although 16 O—O with equality 
was more sensible, or 14 ef Qxf5 15 
0—04d7 164c44e5 17 Dxe5 Qxe5 
18 2d3 Wf6 19 Y%c2 a6 20 a4 c4 
21 &xf5 &xfS with a tiny plus for 
Black, Botez—Stein, Tel-Aviv 1964, 
Y2—Yy, 31) 14 4c4 (White has many 
other moves here, but the plan of 
. Ye7 and ... 2e5 is enough to 
hold the balance in all cases) 14... 
We7 15 0-0 (15 Yc2 a6 16 a4 
He5 17 He3 Ad7 18 a5 Bae8 19 
g4 )g6 20 g3 &xc3 21 bce &xe4 
22 Yxe4 Bxe4 23 Bxh6 Og7 24 
BhS Sf6 25 Sd2 was slightly 
better for White in Najdorf— 
Uhlmann, Havana 1966, %—4, 41 
but awaiting events by 17... 8b8 
looks stronger, for if 18 g4 &d7! 
19 a5 b5 20 ab Bxb6 is possible 


because White’s g-pawn is_ in- 
adequately defended) 15 .. . De5 
16 2e3 a6 17 a4 Ad7 18 a5 f5 


(there is usually some danger 
involved in exchanging the bishop 
for White’s knight on e3 as the 
bishop on e2 can occupy e6, but 
here the knight on eS keeps it at 
bay) 19 ef &xf5 20 Oxf5 Bxf5 
21 Ba4 Saf8 22 Be4 Bd8 23 f4 
gf 24 gf Wh4!? 25 fe Bxfl+ 26 
AQxfl BI2+ 27 Sh2 AxeS+ 28 
Bxe5 wh4+ 29 Sg1 Bf2+ 30 Sh2 
Wh4+ A—, Ojanen—Fuller, Siegen 
1970. 


lhleeree. Sfs 
Forced since 11 ...8d7 12 
Axd7+ Wxd7 13 DeS Ye7 14 


&xhS AxeS 15 AxeS Bxe5 16h4 


is very good for White. 
12 eS! 

This is the move which led to 
the change of opinion mentioned 
earlier. The older move 12 Se2 is 
satisfactory for Black, for example 
12... @xg3 13 hg (13 fg ad7 14 
0—O0 a6 15 a4 proved good for 
Black after both 15... We7 16 
Y%c2 h5 17 d1 DeS 18 Ba3 Qd7 
19 @xe5 AxeS 20 He3 Qd4 21 
Shi Be8 22 Oc4 Sg7 23 HBaf3 
f6 24 Se3 Yxe4, F. Portisch— 
Timoshchenko, Vilnus 1969, 0—1, 
38"and)15 . . "06. V6"eez is" 17 
4d1 Se5 18 Ba3 Ba7 19 Oxe5 
Qxe5 20 24? hg 21 g3 f6 22 Of2 
Qd4 23 8h1 Gah7 24 Oxg4 We7 
25 Bel, Szabo—Perez, Oberhausen 
1961 and now | would have mated 
in six with 25... 8xh2+ 26 &xh2 
Bxh2+ but it must be admitted 
that 25... 8h3 26 eS &xe5 0-1 
as in the game was also effective — 
the important point to notice here 
is the move . ..h5 preventing the 
exchange of white-squared bishops 
by &g4) 13...4d7 14 4d2 a6 
15 a4 and now: 
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1) 15... We7 16 24 (16 Bc2 Ad4 
17 Bfl @g7 18 0-0-0 b5 19 ab 
was asking for trouble in Mecking— 
Keene, Hastings 1966/7, 1—0, 37 
and now 19... ab would have given 
Black a very dangerous attack) 16 
. Ad4 17 0-0? (Highly unwise. 
17 4c4 b6 18 Yd2 Bb8 19 f3 He5 
20 2e3 Dg6 21 g3 eS 22 Bh3 as 
in Bobotsov—Levy, Praia da Rocha 
1969, 4—%4, 29 also seems some- 
what better for Black after 22 .. 
b5! 23 abab 24 Oxb5 Qxe3 25 
Wxe3 Wxb2, however) 17...0f6 
18 2c4 h5 and now Bobotsov— 
Kaplan, Siegen 1970 finished 19 gh 
g4 20 e3 axhS5 21 Qxg4 wh4 
(threatening 22...%h1+!) 22 g3 
4)xg3 23 Sg2 Oxfl 24 Sxfl Axc3 
0—1 while Forintos—Mini¢c, Pula 
1971 ended 19 ]b6 hg 20 g3 Dxe4 
21 Bxc8 Ye5! 22 g2 Oxc3 23 bc 
We4+ 24 f3 Bh2+ 0-1. 
2)15...8e5 16 Yc2 (16 Of1 8b8 
17 e3 hS 18 Wc2 g4 19 OF5 
Axf5 20 ef Yg5 21 Bh4 Be8 22 
@fl Dd7 23 Qd3 Axc3 24 be Hed 
was good for Black inGolz—Pietzsch, 
East German Ch. 1967, 0—1, 40 
but 16 g4 Bb8 17 g3 is better, for 
example 17... W%d7 18 f3 b5 19 
ab ab 20 &b3 b4 21 Sd1 Af6 22 
He3 %c7 23 Sf2 Sg7 24 f4 with 
advantage to White, Uhlmann— 
Espig, Berlin 1968, 1—O, 40) 16.. 
Bb8 174565 (17... Af6 18 d1 
b5 19 ab 8xb6 20 Ba2 Sg7 21 
4e3 Be8 22 0-0 Sg8 23 g4 and 
Black’s slow reorganisation has 
left White with the better game, 
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UhImann—Padevsky, Zagreb 1965, 
1—0, 40) 18 ab Bxb6 19 Ba2 94 
20 2d1 hS 21 4e3 Bb4 with some 
plus for Black, Pietzsch—Capello, 
Havana 1966 but 22 Odc4 Axc4 
23 Dxc4 Be7 24 De3 Ad4?! (why 
not take the e-pawn?) 25 &xa6 
Qxa6 26 Bxa6 Axe3 27 fe we? 
(27 .. . Wxe4 is equal) 28 0-0 
Bxb2 29 Wad Ye7? 30 Ba7 Bb7 
31 Wal! 1—0. Very unlucky! 

The flexible 15 . . . Ye7 looks 
preferable to 15 ... e5 because it 
allows . . . &d4 in many positions, 
activating the bishop and preparing 
see Sei. 
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Hartston is surely correct when 
he gives 12... a6 as the best move. 
The point is that 13 &d3 is no good 
on account of 13...de 14 &xe5 
g4 15 &xg7+ Sxg7 16 Dd2 Be8+ 
and Black stands well (Keene— 
Timman, Vlissingen 1975) so the 
bishop is forced to retire to the less 
active square e2. However a likely 
outcome of this is transposition to 
Stean—Nunn given below, which is 
still very pleasant for White. Djuki¢ — 
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Karlsson, Vrnjacka Banja 1981 went 
13 Me2 OF 14 Qxf4 gf 15 ed 
Rxc3+ 16 bc Wxd6 17 0-0 Bg8 
unclear, O—1, 56 is an interesting 
attempt to avoid this, and is prob- 
ably Black’s best try after 12 e5. 
Another move is 12...g4 but 13 
0—O (13 &h4! Yb6 (14 0-0 gf 15 
e6 also gives White an immense 
attack) 13...de (13...gf 14 &xf3 
We5 15 Be2 Ag4! 16 Bxg4 txe4 
17 Axg4 Oxg3 18 fg &xe5 must be 
the best defence, when although 
White can win a pawn by 19 &c8 a6 
20 &xb7 Black may well be able to 
draw) 14 &h4 2f6 15 Qxf6 &xf6 
16 4d2 &g6 17 we2 f6 18 Dde4 
gave White an excellent position in 
Hartston—Wahlbom, Clare Benedict 
1977, 1—O, 29. 
13 fg 

Normally the other recapture is 
better but here the attacking 
chances offered by the open file 
against Black’s king outweigh stra- 
tegic considerations. 


te Syed a6 
13....de 14 0—0 a6 transposes. 
14 &d3 


14 Me2 de 15 O—O a7?! (Black 
should have tried 15 .. . 5 with the 
idea of . . . e4 followed by... 
fd4+ and ... $g7, giving up the e4 
pawn if necessary to get the king 
off the f-file; 1 still prefer White 
though) 16 a4 b6 17 %b3 f5 was 
Stean—Nunn, Birmingham 1976, 
1—0, 33 and now instead of 18 
4)d2?! e4! unclear, 18 Bad1! Sg8 
(18...e4 19 Dxe4 fe 20 Axg5+ 


@e8 21 QhS+ mates while 18... 
Ad7 19 d6and 18... 8f7 19 3d2 
are awful for Black) 19 &d3 with 
the intention of 20 d6+ and 21 g4 
gives White a big advantage. After 
14 &e2 the continuation 14... g4 
15 Dh4 &xeS5 is no better since 16 
O—O %g5 (guarding against Og6+ 
and &xg4) 17 Sh1! followed by 
4e4 is very dangerous for Black. 


14 se Ae 
Or 14... 4 (1@. .. WeG6? 15 
4d2! and now 15... &xb2 loses 
after 16 O—O! AxeS 17 Wh5 f6 18 


Ade4 Qxc3 19 Oxc3 Yxc3 20 
Bael Qd7 21 Wg6 so in Miles— 
Wedberg, Stockholm 1976 Black 
played 15 .. . &xe5 but lost after 
16 2c4 Axc3+ 17 be Yc7 18 0-0 
Sg7 19 Bh5 Bf8 20 Bfé! Sxf6 
21 &xh6+ Se7 22 Bel+ 1—0) 15 
Axc4 b5 16 2d3?! (16 &b3! 
seems more accurate, when Gulko— 
Savon, USSR Ch. 1977 went on 16 
... &b6 17 Ye2 de 18 0-0-0 
b4 19 a4 Bd6 20 Ad2 Qd7 
21 c4 AbS 22 Axd6 Axe2 23 
Hd2 Qb5 24 4b6 Ba7 25 Hc2! 
with advantage to White, 1—0, 41; 


j 


17 ...g4 18 Dh4 &xe5 has been 
given as an improvement but 19 
Bfl Bg8 20 &c2 still seems very 
promising) 16... %&b6 17 e2 de 
18 xe5 (18 0—O0—O is no longer 
convincing as the knight is un- 
defended after 18 ...b4 19 Da4 
Wa5, but the move played involves 
a piece sacrifice) 18... a7 19 
0—0—0 He7 20 4g6+ fg 21 Shfi+ 
QS 22 Yc2 AE 23 Axf5 gf 24 
Wxf5 @g7 25 d6 Bf7 26 Sb 
Hd8? (after 26... Bhf8! it is hard 
to see how White can continue) 27 
4e4 Bdf8 28 Dc5 Sg8 29 De6 
fg7 30 Yg6 Yb7 (30... a7 31 
|xf8 Bxf8 32 Bxf8+ Sxf8 33 d7 
4xd7 34 8d6+ Se8 35 we6+ Sd8 
36 We8+ wins) 31 d7! axd7 32 
Bxf7 Bxf7 33 &xf7+ 1-0, Hoi— 
D’Amore, Rome 1981. 
15 0-0 b5 
After 15... @g8 16 d2 (not 
16 2xe5? AxeS 17 WhS BFf8 18 
826 f6 19 Bael Qd4+ 20 Shi 
Qd7 and wins, Matera—Rohde, New 
York 1977, O—1, 25) followed by 
Yh5 is very good for White. 
16 We2 
16 4d2 c4 17 Wh5 f6 18 &c2 
Ad7 19 a4! 2e8 20 226 Dd7 21 
ab &xg6 22 &xg6 ab 23 Hxa8 
Yxa8 24 Dde4 eS 25 Wf5 was 
also winning for White, Miles— 
Hernandez, Biel 1977, 1—0, 48. 
16 Be 4 
17 &xe5! Yb6+ 18 Shi cd 19 
WhS Sg8 20 &xf7+ Sh7 21 dé! 
Y%xd6 22 De4 &xe5 23 OF6+ Bxf6 
24 Hxf6 Bg8 25 Bxh6+ @xh6 26 
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Yxg8 Qd7 27 wd5 Ba7 (27... 
Bb8 28 Bd6+ Sh7 29 %xd3+ 
@h8 30 Sel wins) 28 Wc6+ 
Of6 29 %xc8 winning, Dorfman— 
Svedchikov, USSR 1978, 1—0, 38. 
B : 


Bao h6 
9 Ah4 a6 
10 2d2 


10 a4 g5 11 2g3 DhS transposes 
to jine 1 on page 95. 
lo b5 
If Black omits this White can 
reach the favourable positions given 
in the analysis of 8... O—0. 
Now there is a further divergence: 
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1) 11 f3 (a rather passive move) 11 
...Dbd7 12 %c2 0-0 (12... Bb8 
is more accurate since then 13 a4 
can be met by 13 ...c4and Black 
avoids the break-up of his queenside 
pawns) 13 a4 ba 14 &e2 Ob6 15 
4xa4 g5 16 Af2 xa4 17 Bxa4 g4 
18 fg axg4 19 Axg4 Qxg4 20 0-0, 
Kuligowski—Tringov, Nis 1979, 
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1—0, 36 and now 20... 
for Black. 

2) 11 W%c2 O-O 12 a4 b4 13 SdI 
He8 14 4e3 (White seeks to occupy 
c4 as soon as possible) 14... b3 
(a typical thrust in this variation) 
15 Y%b1 g5 16 Qg3 DhS 17 Ad3 
4f4 18 0-0 4d7 19 Of5 De5 20 
4xg7 @xg7 with an unclear position 
in which Black’s powerful knights 
balance the weakness of his b-pawn, 
Spiridonov—Suba, Bajmok 1980, 
Y—Y, 28. 

White’s strategic ambition in this 
variation is to play a4, forcing... 
b4 and then to occupy c4 with a 
knight. He may choose to play a4 
at once (B1) although then the 
knight has to retreat to bl, or he 
can prepare a4 by clearing the d1 
square so that after . . . b4, the 
manoeuvre 4d1—e3—c4 becomes 
possible. Black has to play very 
actively to prevent White from 
executing his plan. 


£5 is fine 


BI: 
11 a4 b4 
12 Acb1 0—0 
Or 
1) 12... Ye7 (probably inaccurate 


as the bishop can drop back to f2 
now) 13 f3 g5 14 Af20—0 15 Me? 
\bd7 16 Hc4 Oh5?! (16... De5 
and 17 ...%fd7 was only slightly 
better for White) 17 Dbd2 DF4 18 
O—O f5 19 Bel Dxe2+ 20 Bxe2 
f4 21 e5! and White stands very 
well, Schmidt—Kuligowski, Warsaw 
1979, 0-1, 34. 

2)12...g5 13 Qg3 We7 14 .2d3?! 


(14 &e2 is more dangerous, when 
Vaganian—Hort, Niksic 1978 con- 
tinued 14... 2bd7 15 0—0 0—0 
16 Bel De5 17 %c2 Ofd7 18 Of] 
b3! 19 %d1 Bb& 20 He3 Of6 21 
4)d2 8b4 with an unclear position, 
%—-Y,, 41 — note that 14... . axe4 
15 Qxe4 Wxe4 16 Axd6 Axb2 
17 Ba2 &d4 18 0-0 is far too 
dangerous for Black) 14...@xd5 
(14...4bd7 is also reasonable as 15 
4c4 )xe4 16 He2 Oxg3 17 Dxd6+ 
Sf8 18 &xe7+ @xe7 19 Oxc8+ 
Baxc8 20 hg c4 is good for Black, 
while 15 0—O De5 16 Se? gives 
Black an extra tempo over 
Vaganian—Hort above) 15 4c4 Of4 
16 Qxf4 gf 17 Db6 Qb7 18 Oxa8 
&xa8 19 0-0 Qxb2 20 Ba2 2d4 
and Black was slightly better in 
Botterill—F edorowicz, Hastings 
1977/8, 1—O, 41 but Black made 
the mistake of not playing ...a5 at 
some point, which allowed White to 
fix the weakness on a6 by playing 
a5 himself. 


13 &d3 He8 
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Black’s most logical plan is to 
consolidate the e5 square with . 


NY 

> 

~~ 
— 


- 


sg 


He8, ... Dbd7 followed by ...g5 
and . . . 8e5 when the struggle is 
on, control of c4 v. control of e5. 
Diesen—Robatsch, Karlovac 1977 
went instead 13... a7?! 140-0 
g5 15 &g3 Be7 16a5 De8 17 Dc4 
f5 (Black can no longer play... 
4)d7) 18 ef Axf5 19 Axf5 Bxf5 20 
Yd3 Bef7 21 Dbd2 with a distinct 
plus for White 1—0, 30. 
14 0—0 &bd7 
Or 
14... Wc7 (a slightly unnatural 
move, designed to prevent 2c4 by 
attacking the e-pawn) 15 ¥c2?! (15 
Qxf6 Axf6 16 Bc4 Bd7 17 Dbd2 
a5 618 f4 &a6 was unclear in 
Nemet—Hulak, Karlovac 1979 so 
perhaps the best way to support e4 
is 15 Bel) 15... Mbd7 16 4c4 
b3! (again this move, which has 
particular effect here as White’s e- 
pawn is dropping off) 17 %&xb3 
@xe4 18 Axe4 Bxe4 19 2g3 Bb8 
20 Y%c2 Bxc4! 21 Bxc4 Bxb2 22 
Ha3 Db6 23 ted AF5 and Black is 
better, Veresov—Suetin, Bielorussian 
Ch. 1961 (!). Tukmakov’s move 
adheres to the ‘Benoni rule’ that 
Black should not move his queen 
unless it is essential. 
15 Hel 

After 15 f4 Yc7 (now Black 
has no other constructive move) 
threatens ...c4 and Kapengut gives 
the line 16 &f3 c4 17 Bcl c3 18 
be g5 19 fg He5 20 Ye2 Sfg4 as 
distinctly better for Black. The 
reader is invited to form his own 
opinion. 
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Hist. He5 
16 Qfl g5 17 &g3 Ba7 18 Ba2 
Hae7 19 b3 Dh5! 20 Axe5 (20 
&xa6 2xa6 21 &xh5 Dd3 and 22 
...f5 is terrible for White) 20... 
Bxe5 21 g3 4 22 &g2 (22 2d3 f5 
23 4c4 is only a little better for 
Black) 22...f5 23 f4 (now 23 4c4 
B5e7 24 Bae2 is met by 24... f4) 
23...85e7 24 Sh1 Qd4 25 wc2 
Of6 26 %d3 Sg7 27 Hc2 Oxd5 
with a winning position for Black, 
Alburt—Tukmakov, USSR 1st league 
1978, O—1, 42. 
B2: 

11 Be2 0—0 

11...@bd7 12 &c2 8b8 is an 

idea so that as soon as White clears 
d1 for his knight, Black is ready to 
answer a4 with... c4. 

12 Se2 Hes 

Or 12 ... Dbd7 (there is a lot to 

be said for this move, which leaves 
open the option of ... Hb8 or... 
He8 but 12... Ye7 looks doubtful; 
Benjamin—Watson, Lone Pine 1979 
went on 13 0—O He8 14 Bael g5 
15 2g3 Dbd7 16 a4 b4 17 4d 
He5 18 He3 hS and now 19 f4 
must surely be the right move, 
when White stands well) 13 a4 (13 
O—O 8b8 14 Bael Be8 15 b3? g5 
16 &g3 De5 17 f4 Og6! 18 fg hg 
19 Shi g4 20 a4 DhS 21 Qf2 
Qd7 22 ab ab 23 g3 Y%g5 with an 
excellent position for Black, Flear— 
Nunn, Oxford 1979, 0—1, 48, the 
correct line being 15 f4 c4 witha 
double-edged position) 13... ba 
(13... b4 14 4d1 Be8 15 f3?! 
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g5 16 8f2 He5 17 De3 Dg6 18 g3 
Hb8 19 0—0 b3!? 20 Sxb3 g4 
21 Hc4 gf 22 Axf3 Og4 23 Bel?! 
46e5 24 Dba5 &g5 and Black’s 
initiative is worth more than a 
pawn, Tatai—Hulak, Amsterdam 
1977, O—1, 34 but 15 0—O is much 
better, transposing to Taimanov— 
Boleslavsky given below) 14 Bxa4 
(14 O0—O allows Black to exchange 
a pair of knights by 14...4b6 15 
4xa4 ]xa4 16 Bxa4 g5 17 Xg3 
He8 with equality, R. Rodriguez— 
Tsheshkovsky, Riga 1979, continuing 
18 £b5?! Be7 19 2c6 Bb8& 20 
Yd1 Og4 21 Dc4 DeS 22 Dxe5 
A&xe5 23 Q2xe5 Bxe5 and Black had 
the better bishop, 4—%, 48) 14... 
4b6 15 Hal Be8 16 0-0 g5 (win- 
ning the d-pawn is very risky but 
otherwise Black lacks a good plan) 
17 Qg3 BfxdS 18 Axd5?! (why not 
18 ed forcing off the important 
bishop on g7? Then White must be 


better) 18...@xd5 19 ed Bxe2 
20 %d3 unclear, Hoi—Lobron, 
Rome 1981, 4%—%, 42. This game 


looks convincing so Black should 
play either 12...8e8 or 12. 
Abod7 13. a4 b4. 
13 0-0 
Or 13 a4 b4 14 4d1 We7 (this 
turns out badly so 14... 2d7 with 
likely transpositon to Taimanov— 
Boleslavsky below may be better) 
15 0-0 g5 16 &g3 axd5 17 ed 
YWxe2 18 He3 b3 19 Ycl Qb7 20 
Hel Wd3 21 Odc4 Qf8 22 Db6 
Ba7 23 h4 gh 24 Qxh4 Yg6 25 
a5 with a clear plus for White, 


Langeweg—Keene, Brunnen 1966, 
1—0, 32. 
om... 4)bd7 

13... b4? 14 4d1 g5 15 2g3 
4xd5 loses a tempo over the main 
line and in Timman—Robatsch, 
Holland—Austria 1978, 16 ed Bxe2 
17 4d3 Be8 18 4c4 4d7 19 Dde3! 
He5 20 BxeS AxeS 21 Dxe5 
Bxe5? 22 f4 gf 23 Bxf4 gave 
White a decisive attack, 1—0, 33. 
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14 a4 

The thematic move. 14 Bael 
(14 f4 proved over ambitious in 
Spassov—Hulak, Athens 1976 after 
14...%c7 15 Bael b6! 16 hI 
Qd7 17 QF3 b4 18 De2 Bac8 19 
b3 c4! 20 bec Oxc4 21 Hcl QbS 
22 Bfel Wb6 with an excellent game 
for Black, O—1, 33) 14...c4 15 f4 
(again White is playing on the wrong 
part of the board) 15...c5 16 
@hl Qd7 17 Bf3 Bc7 18 Af 
Bac8 19 h3 &b8 and White has 
been reduced to complete passivity, 
Sigurjonsson—Grunfeld, Lone Pine 
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1979, 0-1, 32. 
14%. b4 
15 Qd1 ss g5 


Or 


1) 15... b3 (once Black has 


committed himself to this move he | 


must continue to play actively or 
the weak b-pawn will rapidly vanish 
from the board) 16 Yd3 Hb8 17 f4 
Bb4 18 2c4 Wc7? (18 .. . M6 was 
unclear, e.g. 19 2de3 Dxc4 20 
xc4 a5!? 21 e5 2a6 22 Hacl de 
23 fe Bxe5) 19 Af3 g5 20 fghg 21 
&xg5 DeS 22 Dxe5 Bxe5 23 Af4 
and White won in Taimanov— 
Boleslavsky, USSR Team Ch. 1960. 
2) 15... We7 16 Se3! Sf8 17 
“ec4 g5 18 &g3 Dxe4 19 Dxe4 
Wxe4 (Timman—Gild. Garcia, 
Buenos Aires Ol. 1978, 4—% 65) 
and now instead of 20 &d3?, 20 
Yyxe4 Hxe4 21 Bael would have 
regained the pawn with a good 
position for White. 


16 &g3 4)xd5 
17 4c4 (65) 
17 ed Bxe2 18 %e3 is also 
unclear. 
Lies ar4 
18 Axf4 


Not 18 2xd6? b3! 19 Wd2 Be5 
20 ]c3 Ba7 21 Axf4 gf 22 Hfd1 
Bd7 23 d5 8e6 and Black has a 
winning position, Alburt—Gofstein, 
USSR 1978 (%’-“, 42 after 
blunders). 
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20 &f5 {a very unclear position as 
both sides have serious sets of 
weaknesses, including buried minor 
pieces on d1 and f8) 20... &f8 21 
Yd2 &c7 22 &c4 Bf6 23 AdS Ba7 
24 a5! Ob8 25 g4!? Bg6 26 Shi 
Bxg4 27 f3 Bg6 28 Of2 Qg7 29 
Bgi &xf5 30 ef Sxgit+ 31 Bxgl 
Sf8 32 De4 Ad4 33 g2! Axgl 
34 £6 Dc6 (34... eS 35 Hg7+ 
Se8 36 4g8+ Sd7 37 Bxf7+ Sc8 
38 &xa7 &xd5 39 f7 wins) 35 
Yg7+ Se8 36 Axf7+ Sd7 37 
Yg4+ 1-0, Shashin—Agapov, 
Leningrad Ch. 1980. 

Black has yet to demonstrate a 
clear route to equality in B2, but 
he has several interesting and 
untested moves to try. 


10. White plays Af3, 2g5 ande3 


As in the last chapter White 
encourages Black to hunt down the 
bishop on g5 with. ..h6,...g5 
and... Mh5xg3 but this time White 
plays e3 in an attempt to cover up 
the resulting black square weak- 
nesses. The defect is that White’s 
central play with e4 and f4 is much 
slower and consequently White is 
playing primarily to restrain Black. 
Only later, when Black has run out 
of constructive moves, will White 
revert to his central action. Black’s 
main problem is finding something 
constructive to do without incurring 
further weaknesses. With accurate 
play by Black there should be no 
advantage for White in this line, but 
it remains one of White’s most solid 
options against the Benoni. 


1 d4 Of6 
2 c4 c5 
3ad5 e6 
4 Ac3 ed 
5 sed d6 
6 Of3 g6 
7 Ags h6 


7... £g7 8 e3 will generally 
transpose after 8...h6 9 &h4g5 
10 2g3 DhS but there are two lines 


of independent significance: 

1) 7... 2g7 8 e3 0O—0 (not recom- 
mended. This move suffers from 
the same defects as 8. . . O—Oin 
chapter 9) 9 )d2 Be8 10 Me2 a6 
11 a4 Dbd7 12 O—O Wc7 (12... 
Bb8 13 &f44e5 14 a5 Ofd7 15 
Qg3 f5 16e4 Of6 17 ef Axf5 18 
QxeS de 19 c4 was good for 
White in Simagin—Suetin, USSR Ch. 
1960) 13 Wc2 Ob6 (13... Bb8 14 
a5 b5 15 ab Bxb6 16 4c4 and 17 
Af4) 14 Of3 (14 e4? Dfxd5!) 14 
... MS (14... 04 15 SoS 
16 aS Dd7 17 Dce4 Be5 18 &xc4 
won a pawn in Botvinnik—Tal, 
match, 1960, 1—0, 41) 15 e4 Qd7. 
This is Tal’s recommendation in 
the book of the match and he 
assesses Black’s position as “fully 
acceptable’. However while the 
immediate 16 a5 cB 17 Dc4 QbS 
may be satisfactory for Black it is 
rather hard to see a constructive 
plan for him if White just builds up 
slowly (Bfe1, Af4, etc)-so | would 
assess this position as good for 
White. 

2) 7... 227 8e3h6 9 Bh4g5 10 
Qg3 DhS 11 &b5+ (as in the 


j 


previous chapter White has this 
spoiling move, but without the 
possibility of eS it loses much of 
its force) 11... @f8 12 2d3 
(12 2e2 Dxg3 13 hg Bd7 14 wc2 
We7 15 Bb1l He5 16 Dxe5 &xe5 
17 g4 with equality, Spassov—Hort, 
Slanchev Bryag 1974, O—1, 72) 12 
..Oxg3 13 hg (13 fg %e7 140-0 
Qd7 15 Qf5 DF6 16 Hd2 a6 17 
Wf3 Sg8 18 Axc8 Bxc8 19 Bf2 
Be8 was fine for Black in Yusupov— 
Gavrikov, USSR Ch. 1981, %—%, 
46) 13...8d7 14. Wc2 wWe7 
15 @f5 (15 0-0 hS .16 QF5 De5 
17 Axc8 Bxc8 18 BS Oxf3+ 19 
gf was equal in Desche—Velimirovic, 
Sombor 1972, %—%, 44, but it 
wasn’t necessary for Black to play 
. 2e5 so quickly) 15... Bb8 
16 a4 b6 = 17 0-0 a6 18 4d2 hS 
19 3c4 g4 20 2e4 Bh6 and Black 
is very slightly better, Yurkov— 
Korolov, USSR Ch. semi-final 1973, 
*—-Yr, 35. 
8 2h4 
After 8 &f4 Black can transpose 
to the main line with 8 ...g5 9 
Qg3 but 8... 2h5 may be better 
since if 9 &g3 Black is a tempo up 
over the main line, while other 
bishop moves are not very inspiring. 


Ce g5 
9 2g3 Ah5 
10 e3 


10 e4 Sxg3_ 11 hg &g7 leads to 
page 95, note to White’s 11th 
move. 10 Wa4+ is an independent 
alternative, but after 10... &d7 
(10...8d7 11 4b5! with a 
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good game is generally given, 
but what about 11... %&b6? Then 
the lines 12 We4+ @d8, 12 e3 a6 
13 Qd2 Dxg3_ 14 hg 8b8! when 15 
c4 loses to 15... ab! and 12 4d2 
a6 seem reasonable for Black. If 
this is right then 10... @d7 isa 
fully viable alternative to 10... 
Qd7, since 10... @d7 11 Ye4+ 
Ye7 12 Axd6 &xe4 13 Dxe4 f5 
14 Qxf8 fe 15 Qxh6 Bxh6 16 
4xg5 e3! was good for Black in 
Shadurski—Suetin, Vladimir 1962) 
11 e4+ Ye7 12 Axd6 Bxe4 13 
@xe4 f5 14 Qxb8 Bxb8 15 4c3 
b5 with enough play for the pawn 
to hold the balance, Geller—Suetin, 
Moscow 1960, 4—', 64. 
TOP: .. 4)xg3 
11 hg fg] 
EA ASO7 
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12 2d3 

Or 12 4d2 (12 a4+ has been 
played twice by Belyavsky, although 
it has little point as Black can just 
reply 12... @d7 — at any rate 
Belyavsky—Furman, Leningrad Ch. 
1964 went 13 Ad3 a6 14 Hd1 O—0 
15 Qb1 £5 16 g4 4b6 17 Yc2 2c4, 
O—1, 30 and Belyavsky—Suetin, 
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USSR 1970 continued 13 te4t+ 
We7 14 2d2 Sf6 15 a4+ Qd7 
16 &b5 a6 17 Qxd7+ 4xd7 and 
this time he lost in 29 moves) 
and now: 
1) 12...a6 13a44d7 14 Be2 
(14 g4?! He5 15 &e2 0-0 16 0—0 
f5 17 gf AxfS 18 Dde4 g4! 19 
43 h5 20 &xf5 Bxf5 was good 
for Black in Grigorian—Kasparov, 
Baku 1980, 0—1, 30) and Black 
equalises after 14... @e5 15 Sc4 
4)xc4 16 Axc4 Ad7 17 %c2 Bb8 
18 a5 b5, Osmanovié—Portisch, 
Sarajevo 1962 or 14... We7 15 
4&c4 He5 16 \b6 Bb8 17 a5 0-0 
18 Bca4 BF5, Cobo—Wade, Tel-Aviv 
1964. 
2) 12... @d7 (the most reliable 
move, avoiding the weakness on b6 
resulting from 12... a6) 13 2c4 
He5 14 Oxe5 AxeS 15 We2 (15 
fb5+ Sf8 doesn’t help White) 15 
. a6 (now that a White knight 
cannot reach b6 this is logical) 16 
a4 Qg7 17 QAd3 We7 18 a5 0-0 
with equality, | Bagirov—Savon, 
USSR 1973, O—1, 48. 
3) 12...0-0 13 4c4 Be7 and 
now: (67) 
3a) 14 Ne2 Hd8 (most annotators 
give 14...4d7 15 4b5, but this 
is not the end of the story, e.g. 
15 ...@e5 16 Dcxd6 Qd7 17 
4e4 Dc4!? or 16 Dbxd6 Axc4 17 
4)xc8 — 17 &xc4 65 gives good play 
for the pawn — 17... Baxc8 18 
Axc4 %e4 with reasonable chances 
for Black in both cases; one should 
also mention 14 ...f5!?, suggested 


by Tal, which avoids the passive rook 
on d8 at the cost of weakening the 
kingside white squares) 15 0O—O (15 
%d3 Qd7 16 Ad is too artificial 
and 16...@e5 17 &xe5 &xe5 18 
Qc2 fS 19 f4 Ye7 20 0-0-0 c4 
was better for Black in Baturinsky— 
Sorokin, corr. 1971, O—1, 35) 15 
..@d7 16a42e5 17 2xe5 was 
Botvinnink—Tal, match 1960, 4—, 
44 and now 17... &xe5 was equal. 
3b) 14 Qd3 Dd7 (given that this 
doesn’t lose a pawn it must be best; 
14...f5 15 0-0 &xc3 16bcb5 
17 2d2 c4 18 Qc2 Qb7 19 Yb! 
Yd7 20 Of3 &xd5 21 Dd4 Reb 
22 &xb5S a6 23 Wb6 aS 24 Axeb6 
Wxe6 25 Bad1 1—0 was Geller— 
Langeweg, Varna 1962, with 25.. 
Ba6 426 Y&b5 followed by 8d5 
finishing Black off at the end) 15 
0—0 (15 Ob5 He5 16 Dbxd6 Axc4 
17 xc8 transposes to 3a, while 16 
@)cxd6 Ad7 17 Se4 here drops a 
piece after 17... 2xd3+; 15e@e2 
4e5 16 Oxe5 &xeS 17 Hd3f5 18 
g4 is too crude and 18... &d7 19 
gf Axf5 20 Yd2 or 19 0-0 bS! 
leaves Black with the initiative) 15 


..-Ae5 16 OxeS Bxe5 17 Bel 
Ad7 18 Bb1 g4! was already a bit 
better for Black in Germek—Tal, 
Bled 1961, 31. 

In many of these lines White 
plays 2d2—c4 only to have the 
knight exchanged off after... e5. 
The point of 12 &d3 is to leave the 
knight on f3, hoping for... 4e5, 
when White will have gained two 
tempi. White’s problem is that he 
runs out of constructive moves 
before Black does! 

Lee 4d7 

12...0—-0 13 Yc2 f5 is abad 
idea since Black will now have to 
develop his knight on a6 and he 
really needs it on d7 to prevent the 
central breakthrough e4—e5. 

13 Y%c2 

13 4d2 gives Black an easier 
time here, for example 13... 0—0 
14 Dc4 Db6 15 Dxb6 Yxb6 16 
Wc2 Ad7 17 8c1f5 18 g4? (much 
too ambitious) 18... fg 19 &h7+ 
@h8 20 De4 Wa5+ 21 Sf1 &xa2 
22 )xd6 g3 23 f3 Bxd5 24 dl 
Ye5 25 Qe4 Re6 26 Dxb7 Babs 
27 b3? Axb3 O—1 Antoshin—Psakhis, 
USSR 1979. This line could also 
arise by transposition from the note 
to White’s 12th move, e.g. in line 
2 if White plays 13 &d3?!. 

VE RAR ae We7 

14 0-0 
Recently some players have experi- 
mented with a delay in castling, for 
example 14 d2 (14 Qf5 a6 15 a4 
4e5 16 a5 Axf5 17 W&xfS wd7 
18 %c2 0-0-0 =, Tukmakov— 
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Agzamov, Erevan 1982, 1—0, 64) 
14... 8e5 15 BFS Axf5 16 Bxf5 
c4?! (16... Wd7 17 Qce4 Se7! =) 
17 Se2! 0O-O 18 4ce4 b5? 19 
Bxh6! with a decisive attack, 
Psakhis—Gavrikov, Erevan 1982, 
1-0, 32. 

14...h5 15 Bf5 DeS5 16 Axc8 
Axf3+ 17 gf Bxc8 18 BFS Bd8 
19 Sg2 YeS 20 YeS5+ Axe5 21 f4 
gf 22 gf &f6 is about equal, 
Hartston—Sowray, Lloyds Bank 
1980 1—0, 67. Notice the similarity 
to Desche—Velimirovic given in the 
note to Black’s 7th move. As | 
commented before, . ..@e5 should 
be delayed as much as possible so 
this does play into White’s hands a 
bit. 


ae a6 


15 a4 
Hartston—Nunn, BBC Master Game 
went 15 ... 8b8?! 16 Hab1 0—0 


17 b4 25 18 be dc 19 Bxe5 
Yyxe5 20 De4 xd5 21 Oxc5 b5 
22 ab ab 23 Bxb5 Bxb5 24 Axb5 
Qf5 25 Qd3 Hc8 and White had an 
edge, 4—%, 59. At the time I didn’t 
realise the strength of the #b1+b4 
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idea. Part of my preparation for the 
1981 British championship play-off 
was the improvement 15... 0-0. 
16 Babl De5 

This crosses the b4 plan, when 
Hab1 is revealed as a waste of time. 
In fact the rook goes back to al 
soon, so that White has lost back 
the two tempi he gained by missing 
out 4d2—c4. If White wants an 
advantage he must improve at move 
16, perhaps by 16 a5 (continuing to 
wait) or 16 Af5 — in either case 16 
.-.- Bb8 is the reply. 


17 @xe5 Wxe5 


Tl 


18 a5 Bb8 19 Bal bS 20 ab Hxb6 
21 Ba4 Qb7 22 e4 8b8 23 Bfal 
(White intends H1a2 attacking the 
a6 pawn, but Black has enough 
counterplay) 23...8b4 24 81a2 
We8! 25 Bxa6 Axa6 26 Bxa6 
&xc3 27 &xc3 (27 be Bb1+ 28 
@h2 £5! mates) 27...W%xe4 28 
Wf6 wel+ (28... %&xd5 was more 
double-edged, but post-mortem 
analysis suggested Black might then 
have an edge) 29 @h2 We5 30 
wxe5 de 31 d6 g7 32 8c6 4—% 
Hartston—Nunn, match 1981. 


az 


11. The System with e4, f3 and 2g5 


Although this system has been 
employed in a relatively small 
number of games it has shown a 
marked increase in popularity during 
the last few years and I expect this 
trend to continue. Although results 
so far have been rather mixed it 
does represent a novel attacking 
weapon against the Benoni with a 
sound positional basis. Korchnoi 
has employed it several times (by 
transposition from the King’s Indian) 
but at the moment its most active 
practitioner is the young New 
Zealand master Murray Chandler. 

White’s positional plan is to 
restrain Black by means of #d2 and 
then to develop the king’s knight. If 
Black has played . . . bd7 already 
it will normally go to h3, while 
otherwise the less satisfactory square 
e2 (which blocks in the bishop) will 
be employed. From there the 
knight can be redeployed to cl or 
g3. White will delay castling for 
several moves and will answer ... 
h6 by e3 which will sooner or 
later force Black to lose another 
tempo with... @h7. 

Black’s ideas are potentially 


much more diverse and at the 
moment few have been more than 
touched upon. Delaying castling is 
one idea, while . . . 2a6—c7 is 
another. Most games have continued 
with .. .0—0 and... Mbd7, when 
Black can seek counterplay with 
. . . %a5 (on the queenside) or... 
e8 and... f5 (on the kingside). 
Black must be careful, however, 
since playing ... 2e8 or... g5 
before White castles is an invitation 
for White to change plans and play 
for mate with h4. 


1 d4 4f6 
2 c4 c5 
Seas e6 
4 4c3 ed 
5d d6 
6 e4 g6 
ats Ag7 
8 2g5 0—O 


Or8...h6 9 &e3 a6 10 a4 
®bd7 (if Black wishes to reach 
Georgadze—Psakhis below 10... 
Ye7 looks a more accurate move- 
order since White can now play 
4h3) 11 Dh3 (11 Dge2 Be7! 12 
4c1 De5 13 Qe2 g5 14 0—0 0-0 
15 Yd2 Qd7 16 Bb1?! Dh5 17 g4 
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|f4! 18 Axf4 gf 19 &xf4h5! 20 
We3 hg 21 f4 4g6 and Black has 
the initiative, Georgadze—Psakhis, 
USSR Ch. 1980/1, O—1, 35 — note 
how Black waited for 0O—O before 
castling himself) 11... %e7 (11... 
4e5 12 Of2 Ad7 13 Be2 g5 14 
Yd2 We7 15 a5 Bb8 16 a4, 
Gulko—Kasparov, USSR Ch. 1981, 
1—0, 37 and now 16...2£b5 17 
0-0 is +) 12 Of2 Se5 13 Re2 
g5 14 h4 4h5 15 hg hg 16 wd2 
|f4. 17 Bxh8+ Axh8 18 &xf4 
gf 19 &xf4 Og6 20 Yh2 Qd7 
21 g3 O—O-—O and Black’s com- 
pensation for the pawn is not quite 
adequate, 1—O, 46 in Korchnoi— 
Lobron, Bad Kissingen 1981. 
9 %d2 
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Or 

1) 9...8a6 10 Qd3 Dc7 11 Dge2 
h6 (a common trick in this line — if 
12 Qxh6 Oxe4 and... Hh4+) 12 
Re3 Bb8 13 0—O0 Bh7 (now the 
check on h4 has gone Black must 
cover his h-pawn) 14 a4 a6 15 
Bfb1 bS 16b4cb 17 Bxb4a5 18 
Bxb5! and the resulting domination 


of the white squares gives White a 
clear advantage, Chandler—Fuller, 
Manchester 1980, but O—1, 46 after 
a blunder. 

2)9...h6 10 Re3 b6 11 Dge2 
@h7 12 g3 Dbd7 (12... MaG6 is 
more consistent when 13 &xa6 
®xa6 14 0-0 Qc7 15 a4 a6 
enables Black to force through... 
b5 so White should try 13 &e2 
Axe2 14 &xe2 a6 15 a4 but even 
here 15... 2bd7 followed by... 
Y¥c7 and ...c4 gives Black counter- 
play on the queenside) 13 Qe2 a6 
14 a4 Bb8 15 0O—O He8 16 Babl 
S)c7 17 b4 Be8 18 Bfcl Qb7 
19 Qf2 hS 20 Of1 with a long 
period of manoeuvring in prospect, 
Korchnoi—Podgayets, Riga 1970, 
1—0, 44. White has a theoretical 
edge but in the game he didn’t 
make anything of this. 

3) 9... @bd7 10 Dh3 a6 11 OF2 
(an exceptionally interesting move — 
Korchnoi clearly believes that his 
first priority is to exploit Black’s 
omission of . .. h6 by cutting out 
this move permanently, even if it 
means allowing ...b5) 11... 8b8 
(Sigurjonsson was afraid of 11... 
bS 12 a4b4 13 4d1 followed by 
#e3—c4, but 12 ... ba in this line 
was playable) 12 Me2 b5 13 0-0 
Be8 14 HSab1 wWa5 (Black is 
strangely helpless since his knights 
are paralyzed against the threat of 
a kingside attack by Wf4 and 4g4) 
15 a3 c4 16 Sh Dc5S 17 W4 
Ofd7 18 4 +—h5 19 Sh6t+ 
Sh7 20 Oxf7 Bf8 21 Be7 Ab7 22 
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Axd6 Sg8 23 Axb8 Dxb8 24 Bd6 
@bd7 25 4g5 1—0, Korchnoi— 
Sigurjonsson, Hastings 1975/6. On 
the basis of this, . . . h6 looks a 
vital ingredient of Black’s position 
when 2h3—f2 occurs, or else Og4 
is too strong a threat. 

10 a4 h6 
Other moves: 
1) 10...4bd7 11 Sh3 (11 ge2 
Hb8 12 g3 Wa5 13 Be2b5 14 
O—0 %b4 15 ab ab 16 Bfbl He8 
17 Ba7 BeS5 18 cl c4 19 Ha2 
Yc5 20 Re3 Ah6 =, Schmidt— 
UhImann, Polanica Zdroj 1981) 
esas (11... .8e8 12 2e2 
Hb8 13 Sf2 %c7 140-0 b6 15 
Hacl c4 16 b4b5 17 abab 18 
Bal e5 + Chandler—Hakki, Man- 
chester 1980, 1—O, 43 and 15 
Efcl looks even better) 12 Ba3 
(12 f2 allowing .. . b5 is possible, 
but only equal) 12... .c4! 13 Sf2 
(13 &2xc4 Me5 and... &xh3) 13... 
We7 14 Me2 Bb8 15 a5b5 16 ab 
4xb6 was fully satisfactory for 
Black in Petursson—Vogt, Tallinn 
1981. 
2) 10...8e8 (Black seeks to 
prevent ]h3) 11 Dge2 wa5 (11... 
@bd7 12 4g3 Ba5 13 Re2 b5 
14 0-0 ba 15 Hxa4 &b6 16 2e3 
Qb7 17 Sfal &c7 with just an 
edge for White, Despotovié —Risti¢, 
Smederevska Palanka 1981, 4—\, 
67) 12 Bas (to stop....bS) 12... 
4Abd7 13 cl De5 14 Be2 Hb4! 
15 %c2? (15 Bb3 Wd4 16 Be3 was 
better when White might claim an 
edge in the ending) 15 ... @xd5! 


177 


16 Bb3 (16 ed @f5 when 17 Yd2 
c4 and 17 Yd1 &xb2 win for 
Black) 16... a5? (16... xc3! 
17 Bxb4 xe2 was quite good for 
Black since 18 Bb6 4d4 followed 
by .. . 2c4 drops material while 18 
@xe2 cb leaves Black with approx- 
imate material equality and active 
pieces) 17 ed c4. 18 a3 Af5 19 
Yd2 2d3+ 20 Sf1 and Black did 
not have enough for the piece, 
Chandier—Barczay, Budapest 1981. 
11 2e3 &bd7 
Perhaps not best, since it allows 
h3. Instead: 
1) 11... Be8 12 Age2 Dbd7 13 
4cl De5 14 Be2 Dh7 15 0-0 g5 
16 a5 f8 17 a4 fS 18 ef Axf5S 
19 8a3 Ofg6 with a roughly level 
Position, Korchnoi—Ciocaltea, 
Bucurest 1966, 1—0, 48. 
2) 11...@h7 12 Oge2 Dbd7 
(12...%a5 13 4g3 bS 14 Qe2 
Abd7 15 0-0 b4 16 4d1 Be8 17 
Ba2! Qb7 18 b3 &d8 19 h3 left 
Black very passively placed in 
Rajkovié—Tosi¢, Yugoslavia 1981, 
1—0, 57, but 15... ba was better) 
13 g3 (13 Hc1 BeS 14 Be2 Dfd7?? 
15 f4 1-0, Despotovié—Barlov, 
Belgrade Open 1976 yet 14... 
4)e8 was a reasonable way to pre- 
pare... £5) 13%..2e5 (1322. 
Bb8 14 Qe2 De8 15 0-0 4c7, 
Keene—Liu Wenze, China 1981, 
¥%—Y2, 33 and now 16 Bab! was + 
according to Keene) 14 2e2 2d7 
15 O—O 8b8?! (Keene recom- 
mends 15 ...65 16 ab ab 17 
@xb5 AxbS 18 Axb5 Bb6 19 Re2, 
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assessing this as + — it is true that 
after 19. . . &b3 White’s b-pawn is 
coming under heavy pressure) 16 
h3!b5 17 4 4c4 18 &xc4be 19 
e5 e8 20 f5 and White is almost 
winning already, Dorfman—Keene, 
Manila 1979, %—-%, 41 after a 
swindle. 
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12 Dh3 Sh7 

13 Of2 Hb8 
13... a5 (13... Be8 would be 
a nice way to prepare... f5 if 
White continued obligingly with 14 
Re2, for example, but 14 h4! seems 
good for White) 14 Ba3 4g8!? 15 
Re2?! (15 h4! is the critical move, 


@ 
£7 Z 
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when Gufeld gives 15... 2e7 16 
g4De5 17 Me2 f5 18 gf gf 19 f4 
4d7 unclear, but why not 16 h5, 
which seems promising for White?) 
15...@e7 160-Of5 17 24?! Se5 
18 ef gf 19 h3 Wb4! and Black is 
better, Gulko—Grigorian, USSR 
1976, 0-1, 35. 
14 Re2 

with the two examples 14... Wc7 
15 g4 (15 O—O is better since 15... 
c4 is met by 16 Bfcl bS 17 ab ab 
18 b4 and White stands well) 15... 
e5 16h3 b5 17f4(17 abab 18 
®xb5 Bxb5) 17...4c4 18 &xc4 
bc +, Marmoud—Nunn, Geneva 
Open 1979, O—1, 29 and 14... 
We7 15 0-0 He8 (now that h4 is 
impossible) 16 f4 f5 17 ef gf 18 
Bfel W&f7 %—%, Chandler—Nunn, 
British Ch. 1980. The final position 
is quite satisfactory for Black since 
his pressure on d5 with ... @df6 and 
...c7 (which also prepares . . . b5) 
arrives before White’s counter-attack 
on f5. 


12. Early &f4 Systems 


In this chapter we deal with lines 
in which White plays a quick Qf4, 
usually on move 7. In part the 
motivation is similar to the &g5 
lines — White would like to adopt a 
classical set-up but with his black- 
squared bishop actively placed 
instead of on cl. However the 
pressure on Black’s d-pawn feads to 
some unusual features, in particular 
the possibilities of Ya4+— b3 or 
Qb5 +— e2 since an interposition 
on d7 leaves the d-pawn hanging. 
1d4 4f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 44c3 
ed 5 cd d6 
A: 6 }f3 g6 7 Af4 
B: 6e4g6 7 Af4 
There are many_ transpositional 
possibilities between these systems 
so we deal with the main body of 
material under A while B contains 
only those lines associated with 
that particular move-order. 


A: 
6 Of3 g6 
7 2f4 (71) 
Now we have Al: 7... &g7 
A2: 7...a6 
Al: 
Th ook Ag7 


8 Wa4t+ 
This disruptive check is the point 
of White’s plan. The alternative is 
8 e4 (other moves are quite harm- 


less) 8... O-O 9 Se2 (9 Dd2 Oh5 
10 &e3 exactly transposes to A2 
after 10 ...a6 11 a4, while 10... 
4d7 at once is similar although the 
availability of ...b6 and... &a6 
does make a difference in one 
tactical line — see A2 for more 
details, and for 9 &d3 see chapter 
15, line A) and now: 

1)9...b5 10 2d2 (10 Axd6 
&xd6 11 e5 &b6 12 ef Axf6 13 
O—O is unclear since although Black 
has the two bishops his queenside 
pawn structure comes apart after 
a4, Lundin—Botvinnik, Stockholm 
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1962, 4%“, 40 while 10 2xb5?! 
4)xe4 11 4d2 He8 12 4c4 2a6 13 
a4 Wh4! 14 g3 Wh3 15 He3 h5!? 
16 O2c7 Bc3 17 Bc2 Bxe3 18 
Axe3 Yg2 19 Axa6 Axa6 20 Dxa8 
@b4 21 &b3 &xhi+ 22 Sd2 
SHe4+ 23 Se2 &xal 0-1, Avram— 
Gilden, USA 1969 is an amusing 
miniature) 10...a6 (10... b4?! 
11 b5 &a6 12 Bb1! Be8 13 
@®xd6 Axe2 14 Wxe2 Oxd5 15 
Yc4! and White wins, Vuki¢é— 
Planinc, Novi Sad 1978) 11 %c2 
He8 12 0—0 (12 a4 b4 13 4d1 b3! 
= is given by Vuki¢) 12...b4 13 
®d1 axd5 14 ed Bxe2 15 wd3 
He8 16 De4 Be5 17 &g3 4d7 18 
|)xd6 Bxd6 19 Axd6 D6 %—Y, 
Valiev—Mordkovich, USSR 1957. 
2)9... 8e8 10 Bd2 Dbd7 11 
0O—O (11 &xd6 led to a tactical 
free-for-all in Shamkovich— 
1. Zaitsev, USSR 1973 after 11... 
Yb6 12 Bc4 Ya6 13 e5 bS 14 
4e3 AxeS 15 Axc5 Dc4 16 DAxc4 
be 17 0—0 &f5 with enough play 
for the pawn, 2—', 38 but 12 &g3! 
Yxb2 13 cl &b4 14 Bb wad 
15 Hb3 was +) 11... 4e5 12h3 
a6 13 a4 Bb8 14 Qe3 (just what 
White is aiming for in this line — 
Black has no counterplay and is 
quickly squashed) 14...b66 15 
Ba3 Be7 16 f4 +, Szymczak— 
Rigo, Budapest 1978, 1—0, 28. 

3) 9... &g4 will probably trans- 
pose to A2 (the only difference 
is that . .-..a6 and a4 have not 
occurred), e.g. 10 Qd2 &xe2 11 
Yxe2 DhS 12 Me3 a6 and White 


seems to have nothing better than 
a4. 
It should be noted that White can 
also reach the positions of this 
note from the Classical by playing 
Af4 before castling. 
O iat Ad7 
After 8... Wd7 9 W&xd7+ 
@xd7 104 White stands very well 
owing to the bad position of Black’s 
king, while 8... @f8 9e40h5 10 
Re3 Dd7?! 11 Yc2! a6 12 a4 Bb8s 
13 Me2 Dhf6 14 4d2 De8 15 0-0 
+, Ilvkov—Sahovi€, Zemun 1980 is 
absurd, 1—0, 35. 
9 Y&b3 
10 e4 
10 e3 and 10 4d2 are met by the 
equalising 10...0h5 11 2g5 h6 
12 Sh4 g5 while 10 Qxd6 &xd6 
11 &xb7 loses to 11...0—O0 12 


wc] 


Wxa8 Wwb6. 
10cm 0-0 
11 &e2 

Or 


1) 11 e5 de (11... Be8 12 Me2 
@hS 13 Qe3 de 14 0—0 Yb6 15 
4)d2 4f4 with an unclear position, 
S. Garcia—Kasparov, Baku 1980, 
0O—1, 36 — 12 0-0-0 de 13 d6 
was an interesting alternative) 12 
Axe5 He8 (12... %c8 13 Me2 +) 
13 &e2 and Black must play ... 
Yc8 or . . . &b6. In Kasparov’s 
opinion White has the advantage. 

2) 11 4d2?! DHS 12 Me3 f5 13 ef 
gf 14 g3 a6 15 Me2 f4! F, 
Zhukayev—Suetin, USSR 1961, 
0-1, 29. 

3) 11 2d3 and now: 


3a) 11...b65 12 &xb5 Axb5 13 
Y%xb5 (13 &xb5 see the note to 
Black’s 11th) 13... Bbd7 is a 
pawn sacrifice designed to regain 
the pawn on b2, but 14 &c6 looks 
good for White. 

3b) 11... Se8 12 0—0 c4! equal- 
ises. 

3c) 11... a6 120-0 3h5S 13 
Se3 Hab8 is untested but also looks 
comfortable for Black. 


Ha © Ben 
‘twemtet 


72 


SV 
RR 
. 


—U 


ite Hes 


Or 

1) 11... 65!? and now: 

1a) 12 Axb5 Axb5 13 AxbS DAxe4 
14 0-0 a6 (14... @d7 15 &c2 
Hef6 16 Bad1 Bab8 was also =, 
Anikayev-—-Garcia, Moscow 1974) 
15 Ad3 OF6 16 Hd2 Oh5 17 Be3 
Ad7 =, Evans—Perez, Amsterdam 
1964, A-', 30. 

1b) 12 Axb5 Axe4 13 Dxe4 a5+ 
14 Qd2 (14 Ofd2 AxbS 15 Oxd6 
a6 160—0—0 Dd7 17 22c4 wd8 
18 Ya3 Axc4 19 Oxc4 &f6 with 
good attacking chances, Vaganian— 
Korelov, Minsk 1973, O—1, 46) 14 
... &xbS 15 &xbS QxbS 16 
@xd6 Ba6 17 0-0-0 may be 
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slightly better for White — neither 
17...8d8 18 &f4nor17...Re2 
18 Hdel Qxf3 19 gf offers clear 
equality. 

1c) 12 Bd2 and now 12... Be8 
transposes to the main line, but not 
12...'b4?! 13 Od1 Be8 (13...a6 
14 a4 ba 15 &xa3 Be8 16 4c3 
Ba7 +, Forintos—Planinc, Wijk aan 
Zee 1974, O—1, 29) 14 c2 (14 f3 
allows Black to become active by 
14....@h5 15 2e3 f5) followed 
by #e3 with a plus for White. 
Kapengut gives 12...c4! 13 &b4 
#e8 = which is curious, since 
White seems to have no answer to 
threat of . . . a5 (14 @xb5 Wb7 
followed by . . . a6 drops a piece), 
but of course 13 @xb5! is much 
better, when it is hard to see how 
Black justifies his sacrifice. 
2)11...@h5 12 &e3 and now: 
2a) 12...a6 13 0—0 (13 a4 is also 
good) 13...b5 14 a4 b4 15 4b1 
Qg4 16 Dbd2 Hd7 17h3 &xf3 18 
Qxf3 Dhf6 19 a5 +, Sosonko— 
Vasyukov, Reykjavik 1980, 1—0, 33. 
2b) 12... &g4 13 h3 Axf3 14 
Axf3 Bd7 15 AxhS (15 0-0 Dhf6 
16 Ae2 Bfe8 17 Yc2 a6 18 a4 was 
only equal in Yurkov—Arseniev, 
USSR 1971. 1-0, 47) 15... gh 16 
O0—O Hae8 (Black even got away with 
16...f5 17 ef BxfS 18 Yc2 Baf8 
19 Bad1l b6 in Vladimirov— 
llivitsky, USSR 1958, 4—Y, 42) 17 
Yc2 a6 18 a4 Hd8 19 a5 Sh8 and 
Black won in Timman—Ljubojevic, 
Amsterdam 1972. Judging from 
these two examples Black’s active 


116 = Early Af4 Systems 


pieces do compensate for the 
weakened pawns. 
2c) 12...@a6 13 4d2 f5 14 ef 
gf 15 &xh5 f4 16 0—0 fe 17 fe 
4b4 18 Dce4 +, Portisch—Larsen, 
San Antonio 1972, 1—0, 35. 
3) 11... 2g4 12 Sb5 Wa5+ 13 
Ad2 c4? (13... Axe2 14 Sxe2 a6 
15 @xd6 b5 was a better try but 
still looks inadequate) 14 &xc4 
Bc8 15 Wd3 Qxe2 16 Yxe2 Dxe4 
17 O—O +, Petrosian—Nievergelt, 
Munich 1958. 
4) 11... a6 (often played, but not 
very good) 12 e5! (12 a4 lets Black 
off lightly) 12...de (12... @h5 
13 ed Yc8 14 2e3 bS5 15 a4 c4 
16 a3 ba 17 Hd2 Qb5 18 Hcl +, 
Hybl—Nyman, corr. 1965/8, 1—0, 
33) 13 BxeS5 Bc8 14 0-0 (14 
YWb6? Qf5 F, Mititelu—Ivkov, 
Leipzig 1960, O—1, 41) 14... &g4 
15 h3 &xf3 16 Qxf3 Dbd7 17 
Sd6 with a clear advantage for 
White, Portisch—Fischer, Palma 
1970, Y%—V", 29. 
5) 11. . . 2a6 doesn’t solve Black’s 
problems — after 12 d2 and 13 
O—O White stands well. 

12 4d2 b5 
13 &xb5 (13 axb5 Axb5 14 Qxb5 
4\bd7 gives Black excellent play for 
the pawn) 13...@xe4 14 cxe4 
f5 15 Qe2 fe 16 Dc4 QB +, 
Uhimann—Mili¢, Marianske Lazne 
1961. Black’s pawn structure is bad. 
The lack of a clear route to equality 
has put most players off 7... 2g7 
— perhaps 11...0h5 12 &e3 24 
represents the best chance. 


A2: 
Tees a6 
8 a4 

Can White ignore the threat of 
...b5? After 8 e4 Black has: 
1) 8...b5 and now: 
la) 9 eS de 10 Qxe5 (10 Oxe5? 
is met by 10... 2d6! 11 &e2 0-0 
and now 12 0—0?! b4 13 a4 Ge8 
is losing for White after 14 Od3 c4 
or 14 4c6 Oxc6 15 &xd6 Dd4 so 
White must play 12 2g3, but 12... 
b4 is good for Black even so) 10... 
Qg7 11 g3 O-O 12 Qg2, Zaichik— 
Lukin, USSR 1980, 0—1, 39 and 
now 12...@bd7 and 12... 2b7 
are equal. 
1b) 9 Ye2 Ba7?! (not 9... 2g7? 
10. Axd6 +— nor 9... eiS7!. 10 
Qg5 Qe7 11 Bh6 b4 12 dl 
Qf8 13 Qxf8 Sxf8 14 Hd2 +, 
McCambridge—Lobron, Dortmund 
1982, 1-0, 41, but 9... Me7! is 
best when 10 2h6 44 is pointless 
so 10 ¥c2 O—O 11 Qe2 = represents 
White’s most reasonable plan) 10 e5 
BHe7 (10...de 11 &xe5 He7 is 
unclear) 11 &e3 +, Kuuskmaa— 
Salceanu, corr. 1978, 1—0, 19. 
1c) 9 &d3 Qg7 10 0-0 0-0 11 
h3 was only level, Sosonko— 
Hutchings, Barcelona 1975, 1-0, 
pa. 
2) 8... 2g7 9 a4+ (9 a4 trans- 
poses to the mainline)9...&d7 10 
Yb3 b5!? (Lukin gave only 10... 
Wc7 11 e5 +) 11 Qxd6 b4 12 a4 
&xe4 13 We3? (13 Axc5 AxcS 14 
@xc5 Wes+ 15 We3 &xe3+ 16 
fe &xb2 17 Hdl = is better) 13... 


Rxa4 14 Wxe4 Sd7 15 HeS5+ 
&c8! (Black is winning a piece) 16 
|xf7 Be8 17 ReS Be7 18 f4 wxf7 
19 2c4 BFS 20 &xf5+ gf 0-1, 
Lambert—Povah, Birmingham 1977. 
3) 8... Mg4 9 Be2 (9 a4 would 
transpose to the main line after 9 
... £97) 9... Axf3 10 Axf3 Abd7 
11 O—O Wb8 (to play .. . &g7) 12 
Bb1 2g7 13 b4 + and Black has 
taken too long over castling, 
Angantysson—Arnason, Reykjavik 
1980, 1—0, 50. Black might consider 
10... b5, while 10... 2g7 1144 
would probably transpose to chapter 
3, note to Black’s 11th move in A. 

Brea Qg7 

9 e4 0—0 


9... &g4 and now: 


GY ZY 1 
© Bigem 


Uj VD 
YS, 2. YEG, 


OwSagen 


1) 10 &e2 0O-O 11 4d2 (11 0-0 
transposes to chapter 3, line A as 
indeed does a subsequent 0—0 by 
White) 11... &xe2 12 &xe2 Oh5 
13 Re3 Dd7 14 g4 Dhf6 15 Dc4? 
(one liberty too many — now was 
the time for 15 O—O when it would 
be up to Black to avoid a trans- 
position by ... Be8 — perhaps... 
4e8 followed by... f5? 15 h3? 
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also turned out badly after 15... 
bS! 16 O—0 b4 17 4di He8 18 
f3 Db6 19 %d3?! a5 20 Ba2 Dfd7 
+, Vuki€—Velimirovié, Yugoslavia 
Ch. 1981, 0-1, 32) 15 22265) 16 
@xd6 We7 17 g5Oh5 18 Of5 gf 19 
Yxh5 f4! 20 &d2 &xc3 21 Axc3 
&xe4+ 22 Sd2 b4 23 Af6 Wxd5+ 
0-1, J. Benjamin—Nunn, Oxford 
172: 
2) 10 %b3 (too extravagant) 10... 
Axf3 11 Y&xb7 (11 gf and now 
sacrificing may not be good, e.g. 
11...@h5?! 12 &xb7 Oxf4 13 
Yxa8 Yb6 14 Qxa6 wxb2 15 
Ab5+ Se7 16 Bb7+ Sf6 17 
e5+ +, but 11... b6 should be 
equal) 11... @xe4 12 &xe4 Axe4 
13 W&xa8 &xb2 (a few months 
before this game | published some 
analysis suggesting 13 . . . &b6 or 
13... 0-0 here, but Ermenkov’s 
move looks even better) 14 Ha2 
&c3+ 15 Ad2 Axd2+ 16 Bxd2 
0-0 17 f3 Qf5 18 &b7 Ba5 19 
Yb2 Qd7 20 Be2?! c4 21 Wd4 
c3 22 Ba2 Qb1 23 Bal c2+ 24 
@f2 Bb8 25 g3 Bc5 26 Ac4 
Wb4 27 &f4 %c3 0-1, Schiissler— 
Ermenkov, Smederevska Palanka 
1973: 
10 4d2 

10 fe2 (10 Ad3 Ag4 11 h3 
Qxf3 12 &xf3 Yc7 followed by 
. . . Qbd7 is fine for Black) and 
now: (74) 
1) 10... %c7 (10... &g4 trans- 
poses to the previous note) 11 d2 
4bd7 12 0-0 Be8 13h3 He5 (13 
... Bb8 14 Yc2 h6 15 Ah2 g5 
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74 


16 £4 gf 17 Qxf4 De5 18 Dc4 
®fd7 19 De3 with clear advantage 
to White, Buki¢—Fillipowicz, Budva 
1963, 1—O, 30) 14 Yc2h6 15 2g3 
g5 16 f4 gf 17 Axf4Be7 18 Shi 
]g6 19 Sh2 +, Malich—Browne, 
Amsterdam 1972, 1—0, 42. 
2) 10... We7 11 Bd2 (Suetin 
recommends 11 e5, e.g. 11... de 
12 Qxe5 ODbd7 13d6Wd8 14 2g3 
or11...@h5 12 ed &d8 13 &e3 
Yxd6 14 De4 We7 15 Ofd2, + 
both cases) 11... @bd7 12 0-0 
He5 13 h3 h6 (13... Ofd7 was 
better, with the idea of playing 
. g5 without the preparatory ... 
h6, so that after a subsequent f4 by 
White and an exchange on f4 the 
pawn on h6 would not become 
weak, e.g. 14 2g3 g5 15 Wc2 Dg6 
16 2g4 Dde5 17 Axc8 Baxc8 18 
4)d1 Of4 19 24 &xc4 20 Wxc4 
b5, Kaunas—Mamatov, USSR 1972, 
O—1, 44 or 14 Yc2 Be8 15 Qg3 5 
16 Odi Of8 17 De3 Dfg6 18 OF5 
Wf6 19 Had1 8b8, Zaid—E. 
Vladimirov, USSR 1974, 0-1, 38 
with unclear positions in both 
cases) 14. Qh2 g5 15 f4 gf 16 Axf4 


4)h7?! 17 Ac4! +, Sosonko— 
Timman, Wijk aan Zee 1975, 1—0, 
40. 
3) 10... 8e8 11 Dd2 will transpose 
to one of the above two lines since 
Black must prepare... Obd7. 
10 ...-Oh5 
Or 10... @e4 (10 ee? 10 
. Ye7 and 10... Be8 transpose 
to the last note after 11 4d2) 11 
Se2 (11 Hc4 Ad4 12 Qg3 wi 
13 Wd2 Se5 = is given by Vukic) 
11...8e5 120-0 4bd7 13 Qg3 
g5 (the effect of Robatsch’s 10... 
4g4 is to arrive at the normal 
formation without wasting time on 
.h6 or... Ye7) 14 f4 gf 15 
Axf4 with equality, Vukié— 
Robatsch, Borovo 1980, 1—0, 44. 
11 &e3 @d7 
11... 2d4 12 2c4 Qxe3 13 Oxe3 
Ad7 14 g3 (14 Me2! Of4 15 0-0 
+ was better) 14... 8b8 15 a5 
2g7 16 2g2 f5 17 0-0 Of6 = 
Buki¢—Velimirovic, Belgrade 1977, 
Yr—V2, 74, 
12 Re2 
12 g4? Qd4! 13 gh (13 Qxd4 cd 
14 gh dc 15 bc De5 16 We2 Ag4 
17 We3 AxhS 18 f4 Og4 19 wg3 
f5 +, Lengyel—Tatai, Madonna di 
Campiglio 1973, 1-0, 51) 13... 
AQxe3 14 fe Wh4+ 15 Be2 He5 
and Black has a very strong attack 
for the piece, for example 16 2g2 
Qg4+ 17 Of3 &xhS 18 &fl f5 
19 h3 fe 20 hg &xg4 21 Bh3 (21 
4)xe4 Wxe4 doesn’t help much) 21 
.ef+ 22 Qxf3 Bxf3 23 Bxf3 
Bf8 and Black wins. As mentioned 


in Al, note to White’s 8th, it is 

possible to arrive at this position 

without . ..a6 and a4. This favours 

Black as White doesn’t have 8a3 

while Black has extra attacking 

chances based on... b6or...b5. 
2 ...2e5 


13 0-0 


The alternatives: 

1) 13 g4? f5! 14 gh f4 15 &xc5 de 
16 Of3 Oxf3+ 17 Axf3 Ad4 18 hg 
hg 19 h4 &f6 20 Se2 Qd7 21 
Yg1 ae8! +, Schiissler—Nunn, 
Dortmund 1979, 4—', 51. 

2) 13 f4!? (I suggested this to 
Schiissler after the above game, but 
alas he still couldn’t win with this 
variation) 13... @g4 (13... &h6 
14 0—O Wh4 15 &xh5 +) 14 Axg4 
Yh4+ 15 g3 &xg4 16 Wxg4 Qxg4 
17 h3 Qd7 18 g4 &xc3 19 be OFf6 
20 Sf2 bS 21 Sf3 and White has a 
slight edge but Black held the draw 
without trouble in Schiissler— 
Sosonko, Reykjavik 1980, %—%, 
48. 

3) 13 Qxh5 gh is quite good for 
Black. 
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14 f4 


14 Of3 Oxf3+ 15 Axf3 £5 (15 
...Ad7 16 Yd2 Ye7 1745 Hfe8 
18 Bfel BeS 19 QxhS B&xh5S 20 
Qf4 Re5 =, Bukic—Ivkov, Yugo- 
slavia Ch. 1975, %—%, 36) 16 g3 
(16 ef Qxf5 17a5 Be5 18 3 wb4 
19 cl Qd7 =, Hort—Grinfeld, 
Biel 1981, 1—O, 46) 16... We7 
17 ef &xfS5 18 Ag2 (18 g4 wh4 
19 gf BeS 20 Bel Bxf5 21 He4 
Haf8 with a dangerous attack) 
18... Of6 19 &d2 Bae8 =, 
Hurme—Dueball, Eckenforde 1974, 
0-1, 35. 

14... ag4 

15 Qxg4 Axg4 16 Wel We7 (16... 
&xel 17 Saxel 8fe8 18 Dc4 and 
now 18... &xc3 19 bc Bxe4 20 
xd6 was very good for White in 
Malich—O. Jakobsen, Aarhus 1971, 
1-0, 42 but 18... Had8 + was 
better) 17 Wf2 (17 £5?! gf 18 h3 
f4) 17... 8fe8 18 Bael bS 19 ab 
ab 20 4xb5 Heb8! (20... Hab8 
21 a3 Bxb2 22 Dac4 followed by 
e5 is good for White) 21 a3 f6, 
Vukié—Ili€é, Yugoslavia Ch. 1980, 
1—0, 55 and now 22 Wh4 is best 
according to Ili€é, with a double- 
edged position. 

This main line seems to be 
satisfactory for Black, so perhaps 
White should play 10 &e2 aiming 
for a transposition to chapter 
3, a line which has been proving 
troublesome for Black. 

B: 
6 e4 g6 
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7 Af4 
and now: 
1) 7...a6 8 a4 (8 4f3 is A2, note 
to White’s 8th) 8... 2g7 9 Of3 is 
the main line of A2. 
2)7...8g7 8 AbS+ (8 Ha4+ Ad7 
9 &b3 Yc7 +10 Sf3 or 10 Re2 0-0 
11 @f3 transpose to Al, but not 
8... @e7 9 Of3 Be8 10 2b5 
4bd7 11 O0—O with aclear plus for 
White, Korchnoi—Ljubojevic, Bath 
1973, 1-0, 59)8...&d7 9 Re2 (9 
Qxd6? Axb5 10 Oxb5 Ya5+ 11 
4)c3 Dxe4 wins while 9 &xd7+ 
Y%xd7 is equal) and now: 


oe wou & 
o |i oa Ot 


aim 
mio 


ne 


2a) 9... We7 10 Bc2 (10 Hb3 
Ganben MeteDVe On. . -.bD5.mon 
example 11 &xb5 xe4 or 11 @xb5 
Axb5 12 &xb5+ ADbd7 while 
10 Of3 0-0 11 4d2 b5 is 
similar, e.g. 12 &xb5 ODh5 or 12 
@xb5 xe4 and now 13 4c7?! 
&xb2 is dangerous for White — 11 
eS in this line is worth a look, 
however, since Black’s queen is not 
very well placed) 10. ..0—-0 11 
|f3 2g4 12 h3 (12 0-0 Obd7 


would be the same as variation 3 on 
page 23 apart from the moves 
a6 andea4d) 12. . .aixt3s 13 
Qxf3 Abd7 140-0 a6 15 a4 (we 
have almost transposed to variation 
2 in the note to Black’s 13th on 
page 29, with which this should 
be compared — the conclusion 
reached there that Black’s position 
is satisfactory is not changed) 15 
.. Bab8 16 a5?! De8 17 Efel 
@c7 18 Qe2 Ad4! 19 Afl bS 20 
ab Bxb6 21 Me3 Sfb8 and Black 
is slightly better, Razuvayev— 
Tsheshkovsky, USSR Ist league 
1978, O—1, 42. 
2b)9...%c7 10 OF3 0-0 (10.. 
a6 11 0-0 O-O 12 e5 de 13 
2xe5 Yd8 14 &f3 is horrible for 
Black, Geller—Suetin, USSR Ch. 
1960) 11 0-0 (11 eS Oh5 12 ed 
Yb6 is nothing special for White 
but it is clear that White is better in 
this position if only because the 
artificial 11 &b3 transposes to Al, 
which is slightly better for White! 
11 a4 and 11 Wc2 are simple 
possibilities) 11... . b5 and now 
12 e5 DBS 13 ed &b6 14 Qe3 
followed by a4 looks very promising. 
3) 7... MhS 8 2e3 Qg7 9 e2 
@f6 is a waste of time and 10 f3 
O—O0 11 4d2 a6 12 0—0 Be8 13 
Qg5 left White better in Forintos— 
Velimirovié, Vrsac 1973, 42—Y, 58. 
Soveither 7 ....0a6 on7 .. cae? 
followed by 9... We7 gives Black a 
satisfactory game. 


13. Knight’s Tour Variation 


1 d4 Afb 
2 c4 c5 
3 d5 e6 
4 4c3 ed 
Seed d6 
6 OFf3 g6 
7 Qd2 


The basic idea of this line is to 
exert pressure against the weak d6 
pawn as quickly as possible by 
playing 2c4 and Qf4, but there are 
some interesting finesses of move- 
order. Black may try to upset 
White’s plan by playing 7... 2bd7 
‘with the idea of answering 2c4 with 

. 26. Then White has various 
options, including transposition to 
chapter 1. However, White some- 
times plays 7 4d2 with the intention 
of answering . . . &g7 with 8 e4, 
the idea being to transpose to the 
Classical variation without allowing 
Black the chance to play the 
system with . . . &g4 (chapter 3). 
The key point in this reasoning is 
the assumption that Black will 
sooner or later have to play .. 
Be8, when transposition to chapter 
1 or chapter 2 will occur, Black can 
try to avoid this, but experience is 


very limited and it is not clear if 
these alternatives are any better 
than acquiescing to... He8. 


7 Shoe 


Or 
1 ieee 


@bd7 and now: 

la) 8 Bc4 DAG 9 e4 (9 De3 Og7 
10 a4 Ye7 11a5 Dbd7 12 g3 0-0 
13 &g2 Bb8 14h3b5 15 ab Dxb6 
16 0-0 a6 ¥, Yanakiev—Antonov, 
Bulgaria Ch. semi-final 1976, O—1, 


31)9...8xc4 (9... &g7?! allows 
10 4e3 transposing to 1b) 10 &xc4 
Qg7 11 0-0 0-0 12 Af4 (12 Ag5 
h6 13 &h4 g5 14 2g3 a6 15 a4 
Be8 16 2d3 c4 17 Qc2 Bb8 =, 
Inkiov—Antonov, Varna 1977, 1—0, 
34) 12...a6 13 a4 h5 (13.. 

4g4 looks a safe equaliser) 14 2e3 
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He8 15 d2 Bb8 16 Bfel wd7 17 
a5 b5 18 ab Bxb6 =, Gligoric— 
Trifunovié, Yugoslavia Ch. 1957. 
1b) 8 e4 (best) 8... &g7 9 Ac4 
Ab6 10 He3 0-0 11 Ad3 (11 Be2 
We7 12 W%c2 Qd7 and now both 13 
a4 BHae8 14 a5 a8 15 2d3 c7 
16 O—0 a6 17 Dc4 Db4 18 dl 
4&)xd3 19 &xd3 4g4, Anitshenko— 
Mozhalov, USSR 1974, 0-1, 38 
and 13 O—O Bae8 14 f3ah5 15 f4 
Axc3 16 &xc3 Bxe4 17 Wf6 wd4, 
A. Petrosian—Kapengut, Minsk 1973 
gave Black a satisfactory position) 
11...@h5 (11... &d7 12 0-0 a6 
13 &d2 Be8 1424 8c7 15 Wf3 c4 
16 &c2 Y%c5 was unclear in Osnos— 
Elvest, Tallinn 1980, 4-4, 41 but 
13 a4 at once is better) 12 0-0 
Me5 (12... 0f4 13 a4 Axd3 14 
Yxd3 Be8 15 a5 Qd7 16 £4 &d4 
17 Sh1 2f6 is better, but still good 
for White) 13 a4 ]f4 14 aS 4d7 
15 4c4 +, Nimzowitsch—Marshall, 
New York 1927, 1—0, 30. 
2)7...8a6 8 Oc4 Dc7 9 a4 
leaves Black with problems develop- 
ing his pieces, since... &g7 is met 
by &f4 — in Kosciuk—Meduna, 
Bialystok 1979 White stood well 
after 9...b6 10 &g5 Qe7 11 Qh6 
]g4 12 2f4 0-0 13h3 Of6 14 
e4, 1—0, 40. 

3) 7...a6 8 a4 Qg7 9 Hc4 0-0 
10 Qf4 4e8 is like the normal line 
but Black has deprived himself of 
the manoctvre.. .. BG and... 
a6 — after 11 Yd2 (instead of 11 
4e4?! Dd7 12 Axd6 DBxd6 13 
4)exd6 Bb8 unclear, A. Petrosian— 


Karlsson, Erevan 1980, 1—0, 41) 
White is distinctly better. 
8 Dc4 

After 8 e4 we mention only 
lines for Black which do not 
transpose to chapters 1 and 2 (i.e. 
those which avoid . . . Be8): 
8 e4 0-0 9 Me2 (for 9 Ad3 see 
chapter 15, line A) Qbd7 (9... 
4a6 10 0-0 Qc7 11 Bhl we7 12 
f3 Qd7 13 a4 f5 14 ef gf 15 f4 
|f6 16 Dc4 Og4 is at least equal 
for Black, Begovac—Commons, 
Sombor 1976, O—1, 40 — an 
interesting idea which saves time 
since when Black plays .. . £5 in the 
normal classical he usually has to 
follow up with . . . He8—f8 to 
defend the f-pawn, but 12 a4 2d7 
13 f4 saves a move and is more 
dangerous) 10 0—O 4e8 (10... 
Ye7 11 a4 was good for White 
after 11 ...b6 12 Bel Bb8 13 f4 
a6 142f3b5 15 abab 16 Ba5 b4 
17 a4, Petrosian—Kapengut, Mos- 
cow 1972, %—*%, 26 or 11. 
e5 12 Ba3 g5 13 Bel g4 14 
Ofl DhS 15 e3!, Bagirov— 
Timoshchenko, USSR Ch. 1979, 
1—0, 28) 11 f4 (more logical than 
11 c4 e5 12 He3 f5 13 £4 OF7 
14 ef gf, Vranesic—Reshevsky, 
Amsterdam 1964, 0—1, 40 and 11 
Bel Oc7 12 a4 4a6 13 Dc4 He5 
14 Se3 f5 15 f4 Of7 16 ef gf, 
Yuferov—Rashkovsky, USSR Ch. 
semi-final 1972, 0-1, 39 when 
Black profits from having left his 
rook on f8, but 1144 @c7 12 @h1 
b6 13 4c4 is a good solid line, 


Sakharov—Bangiev, USSR 1972, 
1—0, 30; finally 11 @h1 f5 12 ef gf 
13 a4, Petrosian—Martinovi¢, Ober- 
wart 1981, 1—0, 34, andnow 13... 
f4! 14 Qg4 De5 15 Axc8 &xc8 
was =) 11. . . Bb8 (in view of 
the above comments . . . £5 seems 
much more logical) 12 a4 a6 13 
Ac4 Db6 14 He3 f5 (rather late) 
15 a5 a8 16 ef gf 17 Qd3 and 
White is better since Black has to 
waste more time bringing his 
knight on a8 back into the game, 
Browne—Kerman, USA 1977, 1—0, 
39. 

See 0-0 

9 2g5 
This has superceded 9 &f4 in recent 
years. The idea is to induce9... 
h6 when White plays 10 Qf4, with 
a subsequent cl gaining a tempo. 
There are many lines which are 
identical apart from the position of 
Black’s h-pawn — we only consider 
such lines individually when this 
difference appears important. After 
9 Of4 we have: 
1) 9...@e8 10 ¥d2 (other lines 
are fine for Black: 10 &b5 Qd7 11 
2)bxd6 b5 12 Oxe8 Axe8B 13 Be5 
Wd6 14 d3 &xd5 ¥, 10 e4 b5 
11 Ocxd6 Oxd6 12 Axd6 Hes 
—+, 10 e4 f5!,10e3 g5 11 2g3 f5 
12 Yd2 Qxc3!? 13 be bS 14 4b2 
Ye7 unclear or 12... %e7 13 Re2 
4)d7 =) and now: (78) 
1a) 10... &xc3 (played by Tal and 
Korchnoi, but rather risky) 11 bc 
(11 &xc3 bS 12 Bd2 b4 13 Wc2 
and now 13... 2a6 14 &h6 4g7 
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S 
Yeo 
sss 
wa S 


15 h4 )d7 16 e3 Axfl 17 Sxfi 
Be8 is =, Kanko—Nikitin, USSR 
1957, O—1, 28 while 13 . . . We7 
14 Ye4 &f6 15 0-0-0 Ba6 16 
h4 )g7 17 &g5 &xf2 is unclear, 
Matsukevich—Suetin, USSR Ch. 
semi-final 1956, O-1, 44) 11... b5 
12 4b2 with the continuations: 
Jal) 12 ... &b7 (probably best) 
13 g3 (13 e4? He7) Dd7 14 Ag2 
15 0-0 c4. (15 .. . Sidious 
a4 a6 17 ab ab 18 c4 Qa6 =, 
Antoshin—Tal, USSR Ch. 1956) 16 
Bael Ddf6 + 17 h4 &d7 18 e4? 
fe 19 Bxe4 Dxe4 20 Bxe4 OF6 21 
He6 @xd5 22 Bxd6 #h3 0-1, van 
den Berg—Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 
O71. 

1a2) 12...f5 13 a4 WaS5 1463 
Qa6 15 Re2 b4 16 c4 Sd7 17 
O—0 Def6 18 £3 Bc7 19 h3 OhS 
20 Ah2 Sae8 +, Tukmakov— 
Zhidkov, USSR 1972, Z—\, 31. 
1a3) 12...a5 13 e4 We7 14 f3 
Qa6 15 a4 b4 16 &xa6 Bxa6 17 
O—O0 4d7 18 fel +, Koblents— 
Kagan, Tallinn 1956. 

In my view 11 &xc3 is better than 
11 be since the knight can retreat 
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to d2, a far better square than b2. 
1b) 10... b6 and now: 

1b1) 11 Ob5 @a6 12 a4 (12 
Abxd6 Oxd6 13 Axd6 g5 14 Qg3 
f5 —+) 12... &xb5 13 ab Od7 
(13...f5 14e3 Bf7 15 Be2 a6 is 
another plan) 14 e3 (14 xd6?! 
Adf6 15 Oxe8 Bxe8 16 Hdl e4 
17 Wc2 Wf6 is very dangerous, 
Goldin—Shaposhnikov, corr. 1962) 
14... 8@e5 15 AxeS Qxe5 16 
&xe5 (16 &e2 Qg7 17 0-0 4c7 
18 a3 ¥d7 =, Gligori¢ —Giustolisi, 
Lublin 1957, 4—-%, 31) 16... de 
17 Re2 Dd6 18 Bc3 Be8 19 Ba4 
Wd7 20 %b3 Bac8 21 0-0 Hc7 
%r—Yr, Sliwa—Suetin, Poland—Bielo- 
russia 1958. 

1b2) 11 He4 2a6 12 Dcxd6 Axd6 
13 Axd6 Be8 14 Axb8 Bxe4 F 
1b3) 11 e3 (best) @a6 12 a4 f5 
(Black effectively gains a tempo 
with this move, which waits for 
White to move the f1 bishop 
before exhanging on c4 — 12... 
We7 13 Ob5 Qxb5 14ab 4d7 15 
h4 Qe5 16 Qxe5 de 17 d6! +, 
Anton—Sorokin, corr. 1978/9, 1—0, 
34, with the misplacement of the 
queen on e7 preventing 15... 2e5 
due to 16 4xb6) 13 h4 (13 Me2 
Wf6 14 293 Axc4 15 Qxc4 a6 16 
0O—0 4d7 17 f44c7 18 Af2b5 19 
ab 4b6 =, Osnos—Forintos, Lenin- 
grad—Budapest 1962, 4—%, 41 or 
13 Rg3?! e7 1474 Of6 15 Qh4 
Be8 +, Burnett—Nunn, Oxford 
1972, O—1, 41 but 13 OSb5 Qxb5 
14 ab is playable and perhaps best, 
transposing to 1b1, note to Black’s 


13th) 13... &xc4 14 Qxc4a6 15 
Se2 (15 He2 OF6 16 Qd3 Ba7 17 
g3 4 18 @fl h6 =, Borisenko— 
Boleslavsky, USSR Ch. 1961, O—1, 
60) 15... @d7 16e4 fe 17h5 
®df6 F, Farago—Velimirovic, Am- 
sterdam 1976, O—1, 46 (this was 
one of Velimirovic’s famous tactical 
wins). 
1b4) 11 a4 will transpose after 11 
. . Aa6 12 ©3; the deviation 
11...4a6 12 e4 We7 13 Re2 
]b4 14 0-O Qa6 15 Hael Bd8 
16 @hl was good for White in 
Agzamov—Gavrikov, Erevan 1982, 
1-0, 35. 
Jc) 10... 4d7 11 Oxd6 De5 12 
4xe8? (12 Axe5 followed by 13 
xc8 or 13 2e4 is good for White) 
12... 2c4! 13 Bd3 Oxb2 14 wc2 
Bxe8 15 &xb2 b5 with adangerous 
initiative, Yudovich—Kozlov, USSR 
1966, O—1, 46. 
2) 9... a6 and now: 
2a) 10 Qxd6 is dealt with later on, 
as the position of the h-pawn -is 
almost irrelevant in this line. 
2b) 10 e3 (this has been the most 
popular in practice) 10...2e8 11 
RQe2 fS 12 h4 Dac7 13 a4b6 14 
Wd2 (14 &b3 Bb& 15 Db5 Axb5 
16 ab Hb7 17 Hdl h6 18 Sf1 wf6 
19 2g3 Bd7 20 f3 Wf7 21 fel 
&f6 22 2a3 DhS5 and Black had the 
initiative in Borisenko—Kapengut, 
USSR 1979, 2—%, 38 or 14 Of3 
Ra6 15 Yb3 Axc4 16 &xc4 a6 
17 Bdl bS! 18 Ya2 Be7 19 
@fl Qf6 20 Ah6 Dg7 21 g3 
Bfb8 with again a plus for Black, 


Borisenko—Kapengut, Kiev 1979, 
Yh, 45) 14... Ba6 15 Bd 
Qxc4 16 Axc4 Of6 17 Be2 a6 18 
hS b5 19 hg hg 20 &c2 8b8 21 
b3 and White is a little better 
Didishko—Kapengut, Minsk 1980 
1-0, 35. 

3) 9... b6. Once again we consider 
this with the pawn on h6 in the 
main line. 


’ 


5] 


Oras h6 
Of course there are plenty of 
other moves: 


1) 9...8e8 10 e3 (10 Yd2 a6 11 
a4 b6 12 g3 Ba7 13 Bf4h6 14 
Qxh6 Axh6 15 Bxh6 De4 16 
Wf4 Bae7 17 e3 +, Mochalov— 
Zarenkov, Minsk 1974, 1—0, 35 
while Kapengut suggests 15 ... 
Bae7! as better — the immediate 12 
Wf4 looks good to me) 10... a6 
(10...b6 11 b5! Ba6 12 Dcxd6 
BeS 13 Qf4 BxdS 14 wf3 +-, 
Kozlov—Arseniev, USSR 1979, 1—0, 
21) 11 a4 Bc7 12 Af4 AF8 13.5 
Abd7 14 a4 t, Brinck—Claussen — 
Poulsen, Denmark Ch, 1974, 1—0, 
Sil 


2) 9...8d7 10 a4b6 (10.. 


. Be4 
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11 &xf6 and now 11... &xc4 12 
xg7 @xg7 13 03 &b4 14 Wd2 + 
or 11... &xf6 12 Dxd6 &b4 13 
Yd2 + but 10... Sa6 as in the 
main line with &h4 is a reasonable 
move) 11 e3 2a6 12 &f3 Axc4 13 
&xc4 +, Inkiov—Goormachtigh, 
Groningen 1973/4, 1—0, 46. 

3) 9... We7 10 e3 (10 Yd2 led to 
catastrophe in Estrada—Hamann, 
Varna 1962 after 10... 2d7? 11 
Wf4 but 10...b6 11 4f4 Bd8 12 
e4 wxe4 13 Wxed Axed 14 
&xd8 b5 is unclear according to 
Yusupov) 10... 66 (10... 8d8 
11 Qe2 Dbd7 120—0 De5 13 Bd2 
h6 14 &h4 g5 15 2g3 4g6 +t, 
Popov—Prodanov, Bulgaria 1974) 
11 a4 (11 Me2 Ba6 12 a4h6 13 
Qh4 g5 14 2g3 Qxc4 15 Axc4 
2e4 16 2xe4 Yxe4 17 Yb3, 
Yusupov—Christiansen, Mexico 
1980, 1-0, 38 and now 17... 


WYe7 was =) 11... 2a6 12 Bc2 
Mbd7 13 Bd1i h6 14 Bh4 Axc4 
15 &xc4 g5 (15... 2e5 16 e2 


a6 17 O—O &b7 18 h3 Bfc8 19 
f4 is good for White, Averbakh— 
Kapengut, Lvov 1973) 16 &g3 
Oh5 17 &Ff5?! (17 De4 is fascin- 
ating, e.g. 17... Oxg3? 18 Oxg3, 
ly... .Rxb2? 13° Rxd6,17- 

2e5 18 Qe2 or 17... f5!? 18 
4xd6! and now not 18... 2xg3 19 
@xf5 Oxf5 20 d6+ 4&f7 21 Axf7+ 
* but 18... f4 19 Of5 wf6 20 
d6+ @h8 and now perhaps 21 4e7) 
17... @xg3 18 hg =, Spassov— 
Holm, Hamburg 1974, 0—1, 39. 

4)9...b6 10 a4 Ma6 11€3(11 
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4b5 &xb5 12 ab Abd7 is equal) 
11... We7 12 %c2 transposing to 
line 3 above. 


10 af4 
0 (kaise BOM 
B mie ‘14 
© # Ate 
a La a 7 
ins ACE 


10 &h4 leads to lines which are 
similar to those in the note to 
Black’s 9th move: 

1) 10... Wd7 11 2g3 (11 a4 a6 
followed by ... 4b4,... b6, . 
Ma6 is reputed to be equal but this 
has never been tested) 11...b5 12 
4xd6 2a6 (Kapengut recommends 
12... b4) 13 e3 b4 14 a4 Qxfl 
15 &xfl a6 with unclear play, 
Langeweg—van den Berg, Dutch Ch. 
1963. 

2) 10... We7 — similar to9.. 
Ye7 above. 

3) 10... . b6 — the same comment 
applies to this. 

4) 10... a6 (10... a6?! 11 a4 
g5 12 &g3 He8 13 e4 f5 14 ef 
Qxf5 15 2e2 b6 16 0-0 Bf7 17 
g4 +, Donner—Langeweg, Wijk 
aan Zee 1963 while 10... 5e8, 
although avoiding the problems of 
9... H8e8 10 ¥d2, is still not very 
inviting) 11 e3 Qc7 12 a4 b6 13 
Mé2 Qa6 (13... 2b7 140-0 


+25 h3 Hes 


Ye7 15 e4! and the bishop on b7 is 
quite useless) 14 O—O &d7 15 h3 
(15 e4?! Bae8 16 %c2 Dh5! 17 f4 
f5 1863 Qxe3 19 %xe3 Oxd5 + 
L. Popov—Nunn, Birmingham 1974, 
O=1, 28) 15... BaeS 16 g3 
Axc4 17 Axc4 De4 with equality, 
Law—Nunn, London 1977, %—%, 
31. 
10-ae2 b6 

10... @e8 11 cl g5 (11.. 
@h7 12 4b5) 12 Qd2 followed by 
h4 looks very doubtful for Black, 
so Black must gambit his d-pawn: 
1) 10... Bbd7 11 &xdé6 (Ilijin 
gives 11 2xd6 DhS +, but where is 
Black’s compensation after 12 
cl?) 11... He8 12 223 De4 13 
4xe4 Bxe4 14 e3 (14 2d? is 
possible, with unclear play) 14... 
4b6 15 Hcl Oxc4 16 Bxc4 Bxc4 
17 &xc4 b5 18 Re2 HaS+ 19 wd2 
Yxa2 20 0-0 c4 21 e4 &xb2 22 
Ye3 Ad4 23 Bf3 Ad7 24 Af4h5 
26 &cl %c2 0-1, 
Foisor—llijin, Rumania Ch. 1979. 
2) 10... \a6 and now: 
2a) 11 Axd6 Be8 12 &g3 (Melegh- 
egyi recommends 12 e3, but 12... 
AFS looks a good reply, e.g. 13 Me2 
&e4 14 4xe4 Qxe4 threatening . . 


b5) 12... &b4 13 e3 (13 Qd6 
Qf5!?) 13... AF5 14 Bcl He4!? 
15 Qxe4 Qxe4 16 a3 Oxd5 and 


Black has good chances, Petran— 
Barczay, Hungary 1980. 

2b) 11 od2 bS (11...¢5 is 
mentioned by Kapengut but after 
12 &xd6 White has gained a useful 
tempo on 2a) 12 Oxb5 Me4 13 


Wel (13 Yc2 Af5) 13... b4 14 
f3 a6 (Kapengut gives 14... . &d7! 
since after 15 4c7 the knight still 
has a retreat on a6, while after 15 
a4 a6 White is deprived of a sub- 
sequent a3) 15 Dbxd6? (15 Ac7! 
Yxc7 16 fe threatening &xd6 and 
a3 would have been very strong) 
15... @xd6 16 &xd6 Be8 17 e4 
Exe4+ 18 fe Yh4+ 19 Og3 (19 
@d2 %xe4 20 He3 Ad4 21 Wel 
AfS #) 19... %xe4+ 20 Se3 Ad4 
21 Af2 AFS 22 He2 Axe3 23 Axe3 
Yxg2 24 Bgl &xh2 25 %c4 Bes 
26 Sd2 Ad3 27 g4 He5 28 Ad4 
cd 29 Hael We3+ 0-1, Kaplun— 
Kapengut, USSR 1980. 

2c) 11 e3. This is analogous to line 
2b on page 124. Black must now 


play 11... e8 since ideas like 
11 ...b5 12 @xb5 b4 seem 
inadequate. 

11 &xd6 


The advantage(?!) of giving up the 
pawn by 10... b6 is that White is 
almost obliged to take it, since 
otherwise . . . &a6 gives Black a 
good game (he saves about 1% 
tempi from missing out . .. 28). 
Not 11 @xd6? Dh5 12 Oxc8 Oxf4 


winning. 
| ee Be8 
12 2g3 He4 
13 Oxe4 Bxe4 
14 e3 b5 
Or 14... 8a6 15 &c2 &xd5 16 


Ad1 Ye6 17 8d8+ Bh7, Yrjola— 
Lobron, Groningen 1979/80, 1—0, 
42 when 18 d2! Qxfl 19% Exfl 
was +. 
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15 Ad2 
15 3d6 Bb4 and now: 
1) 16 &xb5? (too greedy) Qf8! 17 
Ac6 Ba6 18 Axa8 (18 Yd2 Axc6 
19 dc Yb6 is also terrible) Bxb2 
19 Wa4 Wf6 20 Hcl Axd6 21 f4 
Wf5 22 e4 Be2+ 23 Sd1 wh5 
0—1, Donner—Planinc, Wijk aan 
Zee 1973. 
2) 16 &e2 Qxb2 (16... Hxb2 17 
O—O 4a6 18 &xb5 Db4 19 Dxc8 
Bxc8 20 d6 a6 21 &c4 Hc2 
22 Hcl Bb2 23 a3 Ba2 24 
&xa2 Bxa2 25 Yd5 Bxa3 26 d7 
1—0, A. Petrosian—Stoicescu, USSR 
1973) 17 0-0 (17 Bb1 &c3+ 18 
@f1 Bxb1 19 &xb1 a6 20 h4 is 
assessed as good for White by 
UhImann, which seems right as 
Black’s kingside is extremely bare) 
and in my view White stands well. 
15 ox Bb4 
16 b3 
16 &e2 is far less favourable for 
White than above, since his knight 
is not so actively placed. 
TGs. c4 
Black aims to free his rook 
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before taking the exchange. Instead 
16... &xal_ 17 &xal Wxd5 18 
a3 (preparing this with 18 wWc3 
was stronger) 18... Bg4? (18... 
Bxb3 19 Qe2 Bd3! was still not 
clear) 19 Re2 Dc6 20 AF3 Web 21 
&xg4 &xg4 22 0-0 with a winning 
position for White, Petrosian—Nunn, 
Hastings 1977/8, 1—0, 35. 


82 aa 8. 


RF ty Ae 
— OSS AT A 


17 ibe 
17 a3 Bxb3! 18 Me2 (18 Axb3 
cb 19 Bb1 WaS5+ 20 Ge2 b2 
is horrid) and now instead of 18 
. Bb2 19 0-0 c3__ 20 SFf3 afs 
21 2d4 unclear, Chandler—Denman, 
Brighton 1979, 1—0, 32 simply 18 
. YaS 19 0-0 Bxa3 20 Bxa3 
Yxa3 21 Qf3 Dd7 looks tremen- 


dous for Black with his army of 
passed pawns. 

i ee be 
18 &xc4 (18 Oxc4 Axal 19 &xal 
Y&xd5) 18... 2xal 19 &xal and 
now: 
1) 19... 2a6 20 Qxa6 Oxa6 21 
d6 c5 22 0—0 4d7 with equal 
chances as White’s pawn is firmly 
blockaded while Black’s rooks are 
quite active. 
2) 19... Bxc4 20 Oxc4 Wxd5 
(Keene suggests 20 . . . &a6 but 
then 21 %d4 %c8 22 0—0! &xc4 23 
Yxc4 Bxc4 24 Hcl and now 24 

. Ra6 25 Bc7 leaves Black tied 
up and after 25 ...g5 26 &e5 
followed by g4 White also has an 
attack on the king, so 24... &xd5 
25 8c8+ Sh7 is best, when Black 
can draw) 21 Wd4 Qe6! with a 
likely draw. 

Summing up, 15 2d6 looks the 
critical test of the 10... . b6 pawn 
sacrifice, while if Black does not 
like to give up a pawn, answering 
9 Af4 with 9... He8 and 9 Og5 
with 9...b6 is a_ perfectly 
reasonable alternative. 


14. White plays e4, 2d3 and Age2 


The idea behind White’s piece 
deployment is to continue with f4 
and g3 (although this may. require 
preparatory moves such as h3 or 
@h1) and then break through by 
e5 de f5, when all the White pieces 
are well placed to control the 
blockading square e4. Black’s 
counterplay consists of a rapid 
queenside pawn push. However, 
recently a new idea has appeared 
for White, devised by Tony Miles. 
White aims for restraint by playing 
O—0, f3, &2e3, a4 and possibly b3 
or a5 as well, when Black finds it 
much more difficult to develop 
active play. It is too soon to assess 
the merit of this plan. Although 
this line is not often seen today, 
this is just the result of chess 
fashion and White’s chances are just 
as good as in some of the popular 
variations. 


1 d4 }f6 
2 c4 GC 
es be e6 
4 c3 ed 
5 cd d6 
6 e4 g6 
7 &d3 Qg7 


8 Dge2 
9 0-0 
Or 9 &g5 a6 (9... h6?! 10 
Qf4 b6 11 Bd2 Sh7 12 4g3 
2a6 «613 h4 with a dangerous 
attack, Klaman—Blekhtsin, Lenin- 
grad 1965, 1—0, 38 but 9... b6 
10 O—O transposes to line 3 on page 
130) 10 a4 bd7 transposing to 
line C, note to White’s 11th move 
after 11 O—O, while 11 d2 &c7 
shouldn’t pose problems for Black. 
After 9 O—O there are three main 
lines: 


ise Bee 


0—0 


a 
ae 


Bé (followed by .. 
(ied common alternatives: 


.2bd7) 


1) 9... Be8 (passive) 10 &e3 (10 
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Qf4a6 11a44d7 12 4d2 4e5 13 
Qg5 f6 14 Q2h4 Qd7 15 f4 Dxd3 
16 &xd3 bS 17 ab ab 18 f5 +, 
Kotov—Ree, Amsterdam 1967,1—0, 
AJ) 10...2d7 11 fa6(11....f5 
12 ef gf 13 2g3 is unpleasant) 12 
a4 b6 (12... adf6 13 h3 +) 13 
Hb1 followed by &d2 and b4 #, 
Ghitescu—Matulovic, Havana 1966, 
wh, 44. 

2) 9 . . . He8 (this generally trans- 
poses into the following lines but 
we mention a couple of attempts 
by Black to avoid this transposition) 
10 h3 (10 £47! c4 11 &c2 b5 12 
a3 Y&b6t 13 Shl Dbd7 was fine 
for Black in Tarasevich—Schtyrov, 
Moscow 1964, 1—0, 51 but 10 4g3 
is quite sensible, normally trans- 
posing into the lines below except 
that Black might try 10... 2d7 — 
finally 10 @h1 is little tested, but 
10 @h1 c4 11 Qc2 Da6 12 Qg5 h6 
13 2e3 Qd7 148%d2 bS 15 a3 Dc5 
16 f3 hS5 17 2d4 was good for 
White in Ribli—Gheorghiu, Riga 
1979, 1—0, 44 but I suspect the 
fault lies with 12... h6, since 
Black could transpose to Spassky— 
Ljubojevi€é below with . . . &d7 
followed by ... ¥c7) 10... &d7!? 
11 Qg5 Wc7 12 Wd2 (12 a4c4 13 
Ac2 a6 14 Bd4 Bc5 15 DAdbS 
Yb8 16 Af4 Af8 doesn’t achieve 
very much since . . . a6 will drive 
away White’s pieces) 12... c4 13 
&c2 b5 1443 Ba6 15 4g3 b4 16 
ab 2xb4 17 &b1 Heb8 with a 
double-edged position, Spassky— 
Ljubojevic, Manila 1976, 4—%, 30. 


ORES: Sab 

10 h3 
Or 
1) 10 f3 (the Miles plan) 10... 
Ad7 11 &g5 Bc8 12 2c4 4c7 13 
a4 a6 14 a5 Qb5 (14...h6 15 
Se3 2b5 16 b3 Dd7 17 Bd2 Sh7 
18 f4 is also good for White, Rivas— 
Suba, Medina del Campo 1980, 
1—0, 43.) 15 %d3 2d4 16 Bfcl h6 
17 Qe3 Oxe2+ 18 Wxe2 and 
Black’s position is unpleasantly 
passive, Miles—Vasyukov, Reykjavik 
1980, 1—0, 50. 10 . . . Bc7 at once 
looks better as the rook may be 
needed on the b-file, e.g. 11 @h1 
Bb8 12a4a6 13 Bb bS 14 b4 
@d7 15 abab 16 Qe3 2a6?! 17 
Yd2 DeS +, |. lvanov—Arnason, 
Lone Pine 1981, 1—0, 44, or 11 
Qg5 a6 12 a4 Q2d7 13a5 Bb8 14 
a4 Qxa4 15 Bxa4 b5 16 ab 
Bxb6 17 b3 Yb8 with just an edge 
for White, Miles—Arnason, Man- 
chester 1981, 1—0, 69. 
2) 10 a3 (preparing to play b4, but 
the idea is artificial) 10... &c7 (10 
... Be8 11h3c4 12 &c24c5 13 
#g3 and a3 is not a very useful 
adornment to White’s position, 
Ghitescu—Kavalek, Wijk aan Zee, 
1967, O—1, 41) 11 Bb1 bS 12 b4 
c4 13 &c2 Ad7 14 Af4 Dfe8 15 
Wd2 a5 =, Ojanen—Westerinen, 
Helsinki 1963, Y—Y, 45. 
3) 10 2¢5 and now: 
3a) 10 ...h6 11 Bh4 (11 AF4 4c7 
12 f3 g5 13 Be3 bS!? 14 a3 Wes 
15 Qf2 a5 with active play, Popov— 


Filipowicz, Banco di Roma 1981, 
%—Yr, 31, but 12 a4 was better) 11 
...g5 12 283 DHS 13 Bd2 4c7 
14 Bael (14 a4 a6 15 f4 gf 16 
Axf4 Oxf4 17 axf4 =, Heemsoth— 
Rosen, corr. 1970, 1-0, 50) 
14...a6 15 a4 Bb8. 16 f4 b5 with 
chances for both sides, Johner— 
Bialas, Neuhausen 1961. 

3b) 10... 4c7 11 f4h6 12 Ah4 
He8 13 a4 a6 14h3 Bb8 15 Qc2 
b5 16e5 de 17 d6 4a8 18 ab ab 
19 fe +, Ivkov—Jansa, Vrnjacka 
Banja 1967, 1—0, 35. 

3c) 10... Be8 11 d2 (now 11 f4 
fails to 11... c4 12 &c2 &b6+ 
andmi3 ... @g4) 11... @d7 12 
4g3 Hc8 13 Bael (why not 13 
fc4?) 13...¢4 14 &b1 b5 and 
Black stands well, 50,000 Russian 
newspaper readers v. Spassky, 1970/ 
1, O—1, 43. Which only goes to 
show that although two heads are 
better than one, fifty thousand are 
worse! 

4) 10 g3 Sc7 11 h3 and now: 

4a) 11...Hb8 12 a4 26 (12... 
b6 is slower and unnecessary since 
a5 is not really to be feared) 13 f4 
(13 a5 bS5 14 ab Bxb6 15 Da4 
Bb8 16 2d2 Ob5 17 &c4 Be8 18 
Bel 4d7 and Black’s control of d4 
gives him a good game, van Seters— 
Hamann, Spain 1973, 0—1, 44) 13 
...b5 14 ab ab 15 Wf3 b4 16 
4d1 2b5 17 AxbS5 Bxb5 18 He3 
Ad7 194c44b6 20 Da5 Qd7 and 
Black is better, Garcia—Kavalek, 
Bucurest 1966, O—1, 40. Black’s 
logical and straightforward play in 
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this line is a good recommendation 
for9... a6. 
4b) 11... Be8 (the general rule as 
regards .. . He8 in the &d3, ge? 
system is that it should never be 
played unless there is no choice, 
ile... . a6, ... Bb8 etc. should 
come before ... 8e8, which should 
only be played if White has held up 
Black’s queenside play — the point 
is that e4 is well defended by White 
pieces so there is little value in 
expending a tempo on attacking it) 
12 a4 (12 f4 bS or 12 Af4 a6 13 
a4 Bb8 14 a5 b5 15 ab Bxb6 16 
a4 Bb7 17 8b1 4b5, Ivkov— 
Najdorf, Havana 1966, 0—1, 35 are 
fine for Black) 12... 8b8 (12... 
b6 should be met simply by 13 f4 
rather than 13 Bel Qa6 14 2b5?! 
&xb5 15 ab Od7! 16f4a6 17 ba 
b5 when Black is better, Knaak— 
Pokojowczyk, DDR—Poland 1980, 
0-1, 39) 13 f4 a6 14a5b5 15 ab 
Bxt6 and Black is effectively a 
tempo down over 4a, although his 
position may still be satisfactory. 
TO Ad7 (84) 

10.25 @c7 11 84 (1 Ieaas 
variation 4 in the last note) 11... 
b6 (11... . Hb8 is better) 12 2g5 
h6 13 &h4 2a6 14 f4 Axd3 15 
¥xd3 and White is better, lvkov— 
Toran, Palma 1966, 1—0, 28. 

11 4g3 

11 &f4 (a natural attempt to 
exploit the weakness of d6 — 11 
Qg5 Bc8 12 f4 Be8 13 f5!? h6 
14 e5! BxeS5 15 Qxf6 Axf6 16 fg 
fg 17 Of4 Be3 18 Shl Qd4 19 
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&ce2 &h4 20 Oxd4 cd 21 Dxg6 
Y%—Y,, Didishko—Kapengut, USSR 
1974 was entertaining but less 
promising for White) 11... De8 
12 Yd2 Bb8 13 Qg5 f6 14 Me3 
4b4 15 Ab1 b5S 16 £4 2h6 17 a3 
a6 18 Ad3 &c7 19 Bacl &b7 
20 e5! +, Sakharov—Rashkovsky, 
Sochi 1976, A—Y, 33. 
1 ae He8 

11... 8c8 12 &c4 He8 13 
Se3 Dec7 (13... Qac7 is better 
according to Kapengut) 14 a4 4b4 
15 f4 Wh4 16 BfF3 f5 17 Af2 (17 


e5!?) 17... &d4 18 Axd4 cd 19 
4)ce2 +, Foigel—Kapengut, Kiev 
1979, O—1, 45. 

12 Bel 


Not 12 f4 b5! but 12 Af4 + is 

more natural than this move. 
12... ‘er? 

12... @c7 was better, since 
now Black is crushed: 13 2c4! &b8 
14 a4 4b4 15 f4a6 16 Be2 &c8 
17 2e3 b6 18 Yd2 Ba7 19 Sf 
and White is probably winning 
already, Knaak—Doda, Polanica 
Zdroj 1976, 1—0, 39. 
The conclusion is that, despite its 


current popularity, 10... &d7 is 
less reliable than the older 10.. 
Aci. 
B: 
Se b6 

Black aims to exchange white- 
squared bishops but this plan costs 
time and White should gain a slight 
advantage with accurate play. 


10 a4 
This move is Knaak’s idea, 
preparing to answer . . . 2a6 with 


4b5. The alert reader will have 
noticed that this plan failed in 
variation 4b on page 131, but in 
that case the Black knight was 
already on c7 and could attack the 
b5 pawn, whereas on b8 the knight 
is trapped on a rather ineffective 
circuit b8—d7-e5. 
Alternatives: 

1) 10 &g5 h6 (Black should force a 
decision quickly as 10... &a6 11 
g3 Yc7 12 Qxa6 Oxa6 13 We2 
Wb7 14 4b5! Se8 15 Bfdl Dac7 
16 a4 was slightly better for White 
in Ghitescu—Hulak, Balkanlad 1977, 
YY, 44) 11 Qh4 (11 Af4 Qa6 and 
12 &xa6 Oxa6 13 Bd3 Dc7 14 a4 
a6 15 4g3 Wd7 16 Bad1 Sfe8 17 
h3 b5, Ghitescu—Mini¢c, Rovinj— 
Zagreb 1970, 4—%, 41 or 12 a4 
Be8 13h3 We7 14 4g3 c4 15 Qc2 
@bd7 16 Wd2 Bf8 17 2e3 2cS5, 
Beyen—Tal, Skopje 1972, 0-1, 36 
with good play for Black in both 
cases) 11... 2a6 12 f4 c8 13h3 
&xd3 14 &xd3 Obd7 is similar to 
2a below. 

2) 10 h3 (a rather strange move, 


j 


since Black’s . . . &£a6 makes it hard 
for him to put a piece on g4 any- 
way, but lots of people seem to 
play it) 10... a6 11 Og5 (11 
4g3 Q2xd3 12 W%xd3 a6 13 a4 
@bd7 14 &e3 = is innocuous, 
Ojanen—Pritchett, Skopje 1972, 
Y%—Vr, 47) and now: 


. %c8 12 f4 Bxd3 13 


2ae11 . 
¥xd3 Qbd7 14 Shi (14 &c4 h6 


15 Qh4 a6 16 a4 Be threatens 
. -b5s0 in Basagi¢—Mini¢c, Sarajevo 
1972 White played 17 4g3 but 17 
. Dh7! threatening ... g5 forced 

18 Sge2 — Black decided to play 
on but after 18... 8b8 19 8a3 
Yb7 20 Ya2 %c8 21 wc4 b7 
Ye—Y, anyway) 14...¢4?! (I believe 
this natural move is a mistake and 
Black should play 14. . . a6 — the 
point is that... c4 by itself achieves 
nothing since Black cannot play 
. 2c5 in view of the impending 
e5, so the move which Black really 
wants to play is ... b4 driving 
away the knight and making e5 
impossible because of the weakening 
of the dS pawn) 15 Wf3 Wc5 16 
4g3 Bae8 17 Bael bS 18 a3 a5 
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19 e5 de 20 4ce4 with a dangerous 
attack, Haik—Povah, London 1978, 
1—0, 31. 

2a) 11. . MhGe 12 Ah4 e4F (12 . 
Axd3 13 %xd3 Dbd7 14 £4 a6 15 
a4 &c7 1663 BfeS 17 &c4 &b7 
18 b4 cb 19 Axf6 Axf6 20 %xb4 
Bac8 +, Nicolai—Suetin, Lublin 
1976, O—1, 41 — Pytel suggests 16 
Y%c4 but this still looks equal to me, 
but perhaps 16 @h1 as in Haik— 
Povah above was better) 13 &c2 b5 
14 a3 &b6 15 Shi Dbd7 16 f4 
£ since the bishop on a6 is doing 
nothing, Haik—Antonov, Stara 
Zagora 1977, 1—0, 37. 

3) 10 f4 2a6 11 g3 (11 Axa6?! 
@xa6 12 4g3 c4 13 Be3 cS is 
fine for Black, Giterman—Suetin, 
semi-final USSR Ch. 1961, O—1, 
33 — White should always wait for 
Black to make the exchange) 11. 
4g4! (one case where h3 would bea 
useful move!) 12 &xg4 (12 &xa6? 
Ad4+ 13 Sh1 wh4) 12... &xd3 
13 Bel Qd7 +, Schweber—Garcia, 
Buenos Aires 1964. 

4) 10 4g3 a6 11 Af4 (11 f4 is 3 
above while 11 2g5 is not approp- 
riate when the bishop’s retreat has 
been cut off by g3) 11... &xd3 
12 W&xd3 g4 is equal, Szabo— 
Ivkov, Belgrade 1964. 


Oe... Sab 
10... @a6!? 11 h3 b4 12 Qb1 
Be8 13 Qg5 h6 14 Qe3 a6 is 
roughly level, Knaak—Dolmatov, 
DDR 1981, 1—0, 47. 

11 @b5 4)bd7 
11... 2e8 12 Ba3 Qc8 13 h3 
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Ad7 14 f4 a6 15 Dbc3 Bb8 16 
&c4 \c7 17 8b3 b5! 18 ab ab 19 
4)xb5 2b6 20 a3 &d7 with good 
play for the pawn, Knaak—Pinter, 
Budapest 1977, “—%, 36. Since 
White’s plan to inhibit . . . bS 
didn’t work simply 12 f4 looks 
more sensible. 
12 Dec3 
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Not 12 2xd6? Qxd3 13 Wxd3 
4e5. After 12 Dec3 there are the 
two examples 12... &xb5 13 ab 
He8 14 f3 h6? (irrelevant) 15 Me3 
Yc7 16 Yd2 Sh7 17 Ba4 + 
Knaak—Mueller, East German Ch. 
1977, 1-0, 29 and 12 .. .We7 13 
Bel De5 14 Be2 Se8 15 f4 Dd7 
16 Sf3 AxbS 17 ab Rd4+ 18 Be3 
Axe3+ 19 Bxe3 g5 20 g3 gf 21 
gf Y%h4 22 Qg4 Be7 23 Yc2 Og7 
24 @hl Sh8 25 e5 Bfd8 26 Bgl 
4f8 27 &f2 f5 28 ef &xf6 29 
He4 &f7 30 Og5 &xd5+ 31 Qf3 
Wf5 32 2e4 Wf6 33 Bh3 h5 34 
Wf3 d5 35 Bxh5+ 1-0, Knaak— 
Suetin, Sochi 1980. A good example 
of the difficulties created by White’s 
pressure down the a-file. 


C: 
OO a6 
10 a4 4)bd7 
10 ...b6 11 Bb1 (11 4g3 Bc7 12 


h3 Obd7 13 Be3 c4 14 Re2?! Bbs 
15 f4 Bb7 16 &f3 Hc5 17 e5 De8 
was unclear in Avram—Ginsburg, 
USA 1979, 0—1, 30 but after the 
standard 14 &c2 Black just seems 
to be a tempo down on the main 
line as a result of playing ... b6 
and then... 65) 11... @bd7 12 
b4?! (12 f3 followed by &e3, @h1 
before playing b4 was better but | 
doubt that even then White would 
have any advantage) 12...cb 13 
Bxb4 c5 14 Qc2 Ad7 15 f3 b5 
16 ab?! aS! 17 Bbl ab F, Miles— 
Spassky, Buenos Aires 1979, 4—%, 
58. The problem with 10 . . . b6 is 
that if White continues as usual 
Black is a move down. 10... %c7 
emphatically prevents 11 f4 due to 
11...c4 12 &c2 Sg4 but against 
other replies just transposes into 
the lines below. 


v | + at wt 


1) 11 gS Bb8 (11....h6 1:2 Bh4 


Yc7 13 £3, Haik—Hebert, Buenos 
Aires 1978, 0-1, 40 and now 
according to Hebert 13... 2e5 
followed by ... &d7 and... b5 
was equal) 12 @h1 Yc7 13 cl 
4e5 14 f4 Oxd3 15 &xd3 b5 16 
ab ab 17 b4cb 18 e5 AF5 19 Bd4 
de 20 fe 4g4 +, Hartston—Nunn, 
match 1981, 4%, 22. The move 
Qg5 doesn’t seem very effective 
against . .. Obd7, perhaps because 
the f6 knight is better supported 
than when Black’s knight is on a6. 
2) 11 Dg3 Bc7 12 Be2 (12 f4 ic 
an interesting idea — after 12... 
c4 13 Qc2 Bb8 14 Re3 Bc5 15 
h3 b5 16 ab ab we have transposed 
to the note to White’s 13th, but 
avoiding various deviations on 
the way) 12... He8 13 f4 and 
now: 

2a) 13...¢4 14Qxc44c5 15e5 
de 16 f5 e4 17 2g5 WeS 18 Qf4 
Ye7 19 d6 4d8 with initiative to 
White, Bilek—Stein, Amsterdam 
1964, AY, 30. 

2b) 13... @xe4 14 Dcxe4 f5 15 
Qc2 Yd8 16 Ba3 b6 17 dl fe 
18 f5 DeS5 19 Qxe4 Bf8 20 c2 
Yh4 +, Bilek—Schmidt, Tel-Aviv 
1964, 1-0, 49. How, then, does 
Black play against Bilek’s line? 
Possibly 13 . . . Bb8 so that if 14 
h3 Oxe4 15 Dcxe4 f5 and Black’s 
chances are much improved by 
being able to play a quick... b5. 
3) 11 hi (the Miles plan, which 
can also be introduced by 11 f3, 
for example 11... 8e8 12a5 Oh5 
13 24 Of6 14 4g3h6 15 2f4 De5 
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16 Qe2 +, Miles—Kestler, Baden- 
Baden 1981, 1—0, 47) 11 

Y4c7 (I attempted to avoid this 
move in Miles—Nunn, British Ch. 
1979 but after 11... 8b8 12 a5 
Be8 13 &c2b5 14 ab Bxb6 15 f3 
Bb4?! 16 b3 a5 17 Ha3 White 
stood well, 1—0, 45 however 12 
@h1 is bad due to12...%e5 13 
Qc2 b5 14abab 15 b4 cb 16 Ha2 
b3!) 17 &xb3 b4 #, Rivas—Nunn, 
Marbella 1982, 1-0, 49) 12 b3 He8 
13 f3 Bb8 1445 b5 15 ab Bxb6 
16 2d2 HeS5 17 Ac2 c4 18 Re3 Bs 
(18... Bb4 19 a2 Bb8 20 b4 
Ad7 21 Qd44d3 22 Bd2 Bd8 23 
Qc3 He5 24 acl with a slight, but 
enduring, advantage for White, 
Miles—Grunfeld, Riga 1979, 4—-Y, 
42) 19 Qg1 Ofd7 20 bc Axc4 21 
Qd4 DdeS 22 Ba2 Rh6 23 Ba4 
®d7 24 al and again White has 
an annoying edge, Miles—Quinteros, 
Bled-Portoroz 1979, O—1, 72. It 
seems that unless Black takes some 
sort of drastic step (playing for... 
£5?) White can keep a small plus 


with this plan. 
1) ee Yc7 
12 4 Bb8 


It isn’t clear whether or not 12 
. .. Be8 is a mistake — after 13 Og3 
c4 14 Qc2 we have: (88) 
1) 14...2c5 15 &f3 and now: 
1a) 15... 2d7 16 Sh1 Sh8 (16 
..-h6 17a5 bS 18 ab &xb6 19 
Re3 Hac8 20 Da4 Qxa4 21 Axa4 
Be7 22 e5 +, Van Seters—Cobo, 
Skopje 1972, 1-0, 33) 17 &e3 2g8 
18 Bad] bS 19 ab ab 20e5 de 21 
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f5 with a strong attack, Ojanen— 
Keres, Helsinki 1960, 1—0, 38. 

1b) 15... @fd7 16 2e3 b5 17 ab 
Hb8 18 &f2 ab 19 e5de(19... 
b4 20 2ce4 Oxe4 21 Dxe4de 22 
f5 Df8 23 f6 Ah8, Gheorghiu— 
Quinteros, USA 1980, 1—0, 47 and 
now 24 Wh4! is + according to 
Gheorghiu) 20 f5 &b7 (20... BF8 
21 Dce4 Dxe4 22 Dxe4 Qb7 23 
f6 Qh8 24 Wh4 Bfd8 25 Og5 
+—, Kozlovskia—Shadura, USSR 
Women’s Ch. 1962, 1—0, 30) 21 
Bad] @a8 22 Dce4 a4 23 Axa4 
ba 24 fg fg 25 Wf7+ @h8 26 cS 
Mal 27 &xd7 W&xd7 28 Axd7 
Bxb2 29 Sb6 8b3 30 Oxc4 Bd8 
31 d6 8c3 32 Scl Sxcl 33 
Excl QAd5 34 Od6 Bb3 35 De4 
h6 36 d7 Qf8 37 Bc8 Qe7 38 
Qc5 Ah4 39 g3 1-0, Penrose— 
Tal, Leipzig O! 1960. 

2) 14... 8b8 15 &f3 65 16 ab 
ab 17 SMe3 (if White wants to avoid 
a transposition to the main line 
the immediate 17 eS de 18 f5 can 
be considered) b4 (17 . .. &cS 
transposes to the main line) 18 
da7 &d8 19 Dce2 (19 a4 is also 


possible compare this with 
Averkin—Fedorov below) 19 . 

Bb7 20 Sa6 We7 21 Hc6 b3 22 
Qb1 Hb4 23 Qd4 Obs 24 eS! 
&xc6 25 dc de 26 fe DhS 27 
®xh5 gh 28 We4 f5 29 ef! Axf6 
30 Wd5+ Be6 31 WxhS Bf8 32 
Qxf6 Bxf6 33 Axh7+ Sh8 34 
Re4t+ Sg7 35 Hg5+ Sf7 36 wg6+ 


1—0, Tarasov—Ostrovski, USSR 
1961. 
However 12... 8b8 gives White 


a good chance to go wrong so must 
be considered the better move. 
1363 

This finesse of Timman makes it 
impossible for Black to avoid . . 
Be8 since Black cannot continue at 
once with 13°... c4 14 22 b5 
owing to 15 ab ab 16 Sa? followed 
by 2d4—c6, nor is 13 ...c4 14 
Qc2 Dc5 very pleasant on account 
of 15 e5. The older line was 13 Og3 
c4 14 2c2b5 15 ab ab 16 Re3 b4 
(16...@c5 17 e5 Se8 is more 
risky) 17 Ba7 &d8 18 a4 (18 
4ce2 Bb7 19 Bal Yc7 20 Ad4 
He8 21 Ba6 Qb8 22 Ba8 Dbd7 
23 Ba64b8 24 8a8 Y—Y, Phillips— 
Nunn, London 1975) 18... Bb5 
19 b3 c3. 20 c2 BaS5 21 Bxa5 
&xa5_ with an unclear position, 
Bertok—Portisch, Stockholm 1962. 


|; Be8 
14 43 sc 
15 &c2 4)c5 
15....b5 (dubious) 16 ab ab 17 
Ba7 Yd8 18 4d2 (18 Wf3 b4 


transposing to Tarasov—Ostrovski 
above is also good) 18...b4 19 


j 


a4 hS 20 eS de 21 f5 h4, Averkin— 
Fedorov, USSR 1977, 1—0, 38 and 
now 22 fg! hg 23 gf+ @xf7 24 
4)c5 is very dangerous according to 
I. Ivanov. 
16 &f3 
16 Q2d4 b5 17 ab ab 18 eS 
de 19 fe Bxe5 20 Wf3 (20 &xe5 
Yxe5 21 &f3 b4 gives Black enough 
compensation) 20 . . . Hg5 trans- 
poses to the main line. 
Gee a b5 
16... @fd7?! 17 &f2! bS 18 
ab ab 19 e5 transposes to 1b in the 
note to Black’s 12th move. 


17 ab ab 
18 e5 
Forced in order to meet the threat 
of... b4. 
i Seep de 
19 fe 
19 f5 is bad here due to 19... e4!. 
Ite eee Bxe5 
20 Ad4 


20 Of4 Dfd7 21 Axe5 Dxe5 is 
fine for Black. 
71) aaa Bg5!? (89) 

White has so far failed to score 
at all from this position: 

21 Sge4? Dcxe4 22 Axe4 
4)g4! 23 d6 Axd4+ 24 Shi &xd6 
25 &xf7+ @h8 O-1, Timman— 
Ljubojevic, Amsterdam 1975. 

21 Q&xf6? Bxg3 22 d6 &xd6 
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23 BeS5 Yxe5 
25 Bael He3 26 Wf2 Ah6 27 


24 Wxf7+ Sh8 


4d1 Hxel 28 Exel Yd6 29 b4 
4e6 O—1, Hadzipetrov—Commons, 
Sombor 1976. 

21 Dge2! AFS 22 Ye3 Aho 23 
eS BYxe5 24 AxeS5 He8 25 Axf6 
&xc2 26 2d4 b4 27 Axg5 Axg5 
28 @xc2 bec 29 bc Hd8 and White 
has some winning chances in the 
ending after 30 Ba7. In Knaak— 
Postler, DDR Ch. 1977 White 
played 30 4b4?! and even lost after 
a blunder. 

The highly double-edged position 
after 21 Dge2! is at the moment the 
last word in this variation, but | 
suspect that White is better. At 
any rate White obtains interesting 
attacking chances with this line and 
it is surprising that it is not seen 
more often. 


15. Odds and Ends 


Of these unusual lines A is of 
some importance as it is frequently 
adopted by White players ignorant 
of opening theory. Although White 
develops his pieces to ‘natural’ 
squares it is actually quite harmless. 
In B we consider some misguided 
random attacking stabs by White. 
Although C possibly doesn’t belong 
in this book at all, we include 


Black’s efforts to omit . . . d6 for 
the sake of completeness. 

1 d4 Af6 

2 c4 cS 

3d5 e6 

4 4c3 ed 

5 cd 


A: 5...d6 6e4 6 7 Of3 Qg7 
8 Ad3 

B: 5...d6 6e4 26 7 Qe2 Bg7 
8 4 and 6 h4 
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A: 
soe d6 
6 e4 g6 
7 Of3 Ag] 
8 Ad3 0—0 


In order to avoid 9 4d2 it might 
be slightly more accurate to play 
8 . . . &g4 first. White tried to 


exploit this by 9 %a4+ Obd7 10 
d2 0-0 110-0 He5 12 &b1 in 
Smyslov—Tatai, Las Palmas 1972, 
1—0, 29 but 12... 2d7 13 &b3 
b5! now would have been good for 
Black, 

9 0-0 
Or 
1) 9 Md2 and now: 
la)9...a6 10 4c4 (10 0—0 c7 
11 a4 Dg4 12 Re2 f5 13 Axed fg 
14 2c4 Ye7 15 %4d3 b6 was about 
equal in Darga—Gereben, Amster- 
dam 1954) 10... @c7 11 a4 b6 
12 &f4 ODfe8 =, Gerusel—Martius, 
Munich 1959 but Black can play 
more vigorously with 10 .. . Bb8 
answering 11 a4 with 11... @b4 
and 11 &f4 with 11... b5 (12 
4xd6? DhS). 
1b) 9... 4bd7 10 Dc4 Ob6 11 
4)c3 transposes to line 1b on page 
122, which favoured White. 
1c) 9... 2g4 10 0-0 f5 11 ef 
He5 12 f6 dxd3 13 fg @xg7 14 
Qde4 Dxcl 15 Excl AfS 16 b4 
b6 17 be dc 18 4d2 with an edge 
for White, Keene—Robatsch, Skopje 
1972, Wey, 32. 


2) 9 Af4 2g4 10 0-0 a6 11 a4 


@h5 12 Qe3 4d7 is fine for Black. 
3) 9 h3 bS 10 Axb5 (10 Axb5 
]xe4 11 Oxe4 Wa5+ is more 
than satisfactory for Black) 10 
... Oxe4 11 0-0 (11 Axe4 He8 
12 4d2 a6 13 4c3 f5 14 0-0 
fe 15 Odxe4 did not give Black 
enough for the pawn in Kuzmin— 
Taimanov, semi-final USSR = Ch. 
1969, 4—-%, 41 but 12... a6 
seems to be much better when 
Black either prevents White from 
castling after 13 2c3 f5 or regains 
his piece under more favourable 
circumstances after 13 a4 wWa5 
14 0—0 Axb5 15 Ob3 &b6 16 ab 
Beed)o11 .. MaG (11... a6 12 
4)a3 f5 was also =, Reshevsky— 
Feuerstein, New York 1956, 4—', 
25) 12 &xe4 &xb5 13 Hel 
@d7 and Black is at least 
equal Veltmander—Yudovich, Riga 
1954. 
C) ae Ag4 

9...a6 10 a4 24 is equally 
good but other moves do not 
exploit the position of the bishop 
on d3 and offer Black far fewer 
equalising chances. 

10 h3 

10 Se2 leaves White a tempo 
down over chapter 3 and gives Black 
an easy equality, 10 &f4 a6 11 a4 
Mh5 12 Be3 4d7 is =, while after 
10 &g5 Dbd7 White has nothing 
better than 11 h3 anyway. 


IG 2c Axf3 
11 &xfs a6 
12 a4 4)bd7 (90) 


113) tex 


Odds and Ends 
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1) 13 Wd1 Be8 14 Qf4 (14 Bel 
Wc7 15 Be3 c4 16 Mc2 Bac8 =, 
Saidy—Sherwin, New York 1967, 
O—1, 48 or 14 a5 c4! 15 &xc4 
@xe4 16 Oxe4 Hxe4 17 Ad3 Bb4 
18 Ha2 DcS 19 Me3 Hc8B F, 
Langeweg—Kavalek, The Hague 
1968, O-1, 54) 14...c4 (14... 
Yc7 15 %d2 De5 16 Qe2 Wa5 17 
Qg5 &b4 18 Bael O5d7 19 2d3 
bS 20 @h1 c4 F#, Mititelu—Tal, 
Reykjavik 1957, O—-1, 48) 15 &c2 
4)c5 16 Bel &b6 17 Hbl1 Hac8 
18 &e3 Ofd7 and Black is at least 
equal, Osnos—Gusev, Moscow 1956. 
2) 13 4g3 Yc7 14 f4 Bfe8 15 Hel 
c4 16 &c2 b5 17 ab ab 18 Bxa8 
Bxa8 19 &f2 b4 20 Db5 &b8 21 
)d4 b3 22 Dc6 &b5 23 Abi Bal 
24 Ad2 Dc5 25 %e3 Da4 F shows 
the traditional Benoni ideas of the 
queenside majority and_ pressure 
down the long black diagonal 
particularly clearly, Kotelnikov— 
Polugayevsky, USSR 1959, 0—1, 43. 
3) 13 Af4 Bc7 14 Ye2 (14 Bfel 
Bfe8 15 &c2 Dh5 16 Be3 &b6 17 
Beb1 &b4 18 a5 b5 19 ab &xb6 
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20 &a4 Y%c7 =, Polak—Vasyukov, 
Moscow Ch. 1957, 0—1, 37) 14... 
Bac8 15 &c4 Hfe8 16 %c2 Be/ 
17 Mh2 Sce8 =, Liptay--Portisch, 
Hungary Ch. 1963. 
[3 Beg 

Or13...W%c7 1425 (14 af4 
is 3 above while 14 f4 Hfe8 15 
Wf3 c4 16 Ac2, Pfleger—Filipowicz, 
Tel-Aviv Ol. 1964, 1—0O, 44 can be 
met by 16 b5 which is 
very similar to Kotelinikov— 
Polugayevsky above) 14... Hac8 
15 Bael c4 16 Qb1 Bfe8 17 %d2 


4)c5 +, Pomar—Eliskases, Spain 
1961. 
After 13... . Be8 all lines are 


satisfactory for Black: 
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1) 14 Me3 c4 15 Ac2 Bc8 16 f3 
Yas 17 &f2 Oc5S F, Hunter— 
Endzelins, corr. 1976, 1—0, 54. 

2) 14 Af4 c4! 15 Qc2 (15 Axc4 
4)xe4 16 Dxe4 f5 17 f3 fe 18 fe 
Mib6t+wod... Web?) 15. . aes 
16 Bfel (16 & xc4 Bac8 17 b4 a5 
regains the e-pawn) 16...8c8 17 
Y4yd2b5 18 abab 19 4xb5 Ofxe4 20 
Axe4 Dxe4 21 Bc2 Yb6 22 Da7 
Yyxb2 23 %xb2 Axb2 244xc8 Axal 


25 Sxd6 O@xd6 26 Hxal 8d8 
27 &g5 Hd7 28 Af6 De8 29 Has 
Sf8 30 &c3 FS %Y—-%, Smyslov— 
Polugayevsky, Petropolis 1973. 

3) 14 gS We7 (14... Bc8 15 £4?! 
c4! 16 Axc4 &b6+ 17 Sh2 Dxe4 
18 @xe4 f5 19 a5 Hd4 20 Dxd6 
Exe2 21 &xe2 Bc2 —+, Shasin— 
Savon, Moscow 1970, O—1, 30 
while even the superior 19 2xd6 
%xd6! is good for Black, so 15 
Hael = was better) 15 Bael Hac8 
16 &d2 c4 17 Ac2 a5 18 Ae3 
&c5 19 Qd4 bS 20 ab ab F, 
Sachiev—Krogius, USSR 1958, 0O—1, 
44. 

The reader will have noticed that 
most of the game references in the 
above section are rather old. The 
reason is that White players are too 
sensible to go in for this line now, 
a verdict which is justified by 
Zeuthen’s statistic that up to 1975 
White could only score 30% with 
this system! 

B: 

There isn’t much to say about these 
ideas. With the centre half-open and 
the e-file bearing down on White’s 
king, it cannot be justified for 
White to lash out with moves like 
g4 and h4, which deprive White of a 
safe haven for his monarch. Black 
should not panic, but prepare 
counterplay on the queenside and 
in the centre. Although White’s 
attack is often quite impressive 
optically it is hard for him to break 
down the fianchetto defence around 
Black’s king, while when Black’s 


counterattack does finally arrive it 
is usually irresistible. 
1) 6 e4 g6 7 Be2 Ae7 8 24 (8h4 
may be met by &8...h5or8.. 
O—O, but in the latter case Black 
should be prepared to recapture 
with the f-pawn after hS and hg) 8 
. 0-0 9 h4 He8 (9... bd7 10 
g5 De8 11 h5 f6 12 hg hg is also 
fine for Black) 10 f3 a6 11 a4 
@bd7 12h5 He5 13 Dh3 Bb8 14 
®f2 bS! (this pawn sacrifice is 
justified by the many weakening 
pawn moves White has played) 15 
ab ab 16 &xbS5 Ad7 17 Be2 Bb4 
and Black has excellent play for 
the pawn since White’s king is 
permanently exposed, Harlamov— 
Kogan, Vilna 1966. 
2) 6 h4 a6 7 a4 g6 8 Dh3 Ag7 
9 Af4 0-0 (9...h5 is also 
reasonable, especially as White 
would here have to move his 
f4 knight again to occupy the 
weakened g5 square) 10 hS Sbd7 
11 hg hg 12 3 (12 %d3 4e5 13 
Yg3 Be8 14 Whé4 is more natural, 
although White is still a long way 
from having any real threats) 12... 
He5 13 Sf2 c4 14 e3 (14 e4? 
Yb6+ and 14 Me3? Dfg4+ 15 fg 
4xg4t+ 16 @f3 Dxe3 17 Sxe3 
Y#g5 are very good for Black) 14... 
Be8 15 fe2 Hb8 16 a5b5 17 ab 
Bxb6 18 &g1 g5 19 Oh5 Oxh5 
20 BxhS5 &f5 +, Gurgenidze— 
Rashkovsky, USSR 1976, O-—1, 38. 
Black is well ahead in development 
and White has been unable to muster 
a single threat against Black’s king. 
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= eae g6 
6 Af3 
Or 6 d6! &b6 (6... Ag7 7 e4 

4c6 8 f4 followed by e5 with a 
mighty pawn wedge) 7 &g5 (7 Qf4 
is also strong since 7... W&xb2? 8 
Se5 Qg7 9 Bb1 Wa3 10 Db5 isa 
catastrophe, while otherwise White 
plays 4d2 and defends all his pawns) 
7... @h5 (7... Ag7 8 Yd2 +) 8 
Af3 £6 (8... Yxd6? 9 Yxd6 Axd6 
10 Sb5 or8&8...&xd6 9 Od5 wa5+ 
10 Qd2 Bd8 11 Bc3 or 8...h6 9 
Qe7 are practically winning for 
White) 9 2e3 Axd6 10 Od5 Bd8 
11 &b3 with far more than enough 
for the pawn. 

Gian Ag7 

in view of the strength of 6 d6! 

discussion of this position might 
appear redundant, but it can arise 
from the move-order 1 d4 Sf6 2 
c4 e6 3 Of3c5 4d5ed 5 cd 6 
6 Dc3 Ag7. 
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7 d6!? 
7 e4 d6 transposes to normal 
lines, as will 7 g3 sooner or later. 
The only independent significance 
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of Black’s move-order (apart from 
the outright refutation attempt 7 
d6) is if White intends to play the 
Knight’s Tour variation, when 
Black can continue to omit ...d6, 
for example 7 d2 0O-O 8 c4 
b6!? 9 Qg5 (9 e3 d6 has tricked 
White out of developing his queen’s 
bishop and after 10 Be2 Ba6 11 a4 
Axc4 12 Axc4 Dbd7 13 0—0 Bes 
Black stood well, Boleslavsky—Tal, 
USSR Ch. 1956) 9... h6 (Hartston 
suggests 9 . . . Mab at once to 
preserve the option of ... De4 
hitting the bishop later) 10 &h4 
a6 113 (11 a4? g5 12 Bg3 bS 
13 @xb5 xd5 +, Szilagyi—Holmov, 
USSR 1963) 11...b5 12 4d6 b4 
13 &xa6 be 14 Qb7 cb 15 Bb 
Yb6 16 &xa8 &xd6 with compli- 
cations (Hartston). Indeed after 17 
Bxb2 De4 (with the bishop on g5 


this would win at once) 18 8c2 
a6 White’s position is highly 
precarious. However to run the 
risks of 7 d6!? for the sake of 
preventing one rather uncommon 
line by White seems a bad bargain 
to me. 


Tee 0—0 

8 e4 
8 e3 is more passive and 8... b6 
9 Ac4 Ab7 100-0 Dc6 11 Bd2 


a6 12 Bb1 (12 a4 a5 13 Ma2 c4 
=)12...b5 132e2c4 14b4 cb 
15 ab Hc8 was equal in Kluger— 
Bilek, Hungary 1979, O—1, 40. 
ee Bes 

9 Oc4! b5! (9. ..Oxe4 10 Axf7+ 
is too dangerous) 10 &d5 Oc6 11 
O—0 b4 12 4b5 Qa6 13 Dc7 Axfl 
14 @xfl 8c8 15 Qxc6 dc 16 
@xe8 Yxe8 17 e5 +, Vaganian— 
Suba, Kecskemet 1979, 4—V, 69. 


Index of Variations 


1d44f6 2c4c5 3d5e6 44c3ed 5cd 


Doe 


A) White plays e4 and f4 


d6 


6 e4 g6 
7 £4 Qg7 


8 OFf3 


5...96 141 


8 Ab5+ Ofd7 


9 Ad3 76 
9 Be2 82 
9 a4 83 
8e5 86 


9 Ad3 48 


9... 224 49 
9...9a6 73 
9... @fd7 73 
9... 2iba7z 73 
9: JS pGas4 
97 2S 

10 e5 

1022 de 
11 fe Dg4 
12 AF4 53 
12 &g5 55 
12axbs 53 
12 @xb5 53 
12 0-0 53 


8 .. s4ibd7 76 
§...2d7° 76 
10 &xb5 52 
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10 4d2 
10 e5 de 
11 fe Sg4 
12 &g5 
12 0-0 57 
12 Qf4 58 
12 e6 58 
We. .... 16.99 
12...%b6 13 0-0 60 
10...a6 
10...c4 65 
10... -bGr 66 
10...8g4 70 
10...9a6 70 
10...4bd7 69 
11 a4 Og4 67 
11...Qbd7 67 


11...c4 120-0 68 


B) White plays e4 but not f4 


6 e4 g6 
7 Of3 
7 Af4 120 
7 f3 Qg7 8 &g5 109 
7 Ad3 Qg7 
8 Oge2 0-0 
90-0 4e8 129 
9...He8 130 
9... 4a6 130 
9... M6" 132 
9...a6 10a4 @bd7 134 
1. Sl 
8 Re2 
8 &g5 h6 
8...0-0 94 
8...a6 94 
9 Ah4 g5 95 
9...a6 99 
8 Ad3 138 


10 4d2 


10... a6 


ie f3 


lec 7 
12 a4 4d7 13 
i bo 15 


C) White delays e4 
6 Of3 


Sooo SS 
723 


Index of Variations 


W2e5 32 

9 Qf4 113 

9 oe MEAG 

9...a6 10a4 B94 22 
9... -@bd7 32 
9...8a6 33 

10 ¥c2 33 


10...a6 11a4b6 33 
10. . 266°33 

10... @bd7 

tits 1 

tHeh3e3 

11 Bc2 2 

11 Bel 4 

11 f4 67 and 69 

11 a4 4e5 4 
1.4005 


11 f4 70 
Veal 12 
11 Bel 12 


6h4 141 


7 AF4 Qg7 113 

Deeks AOU 

7 Ag5 h6 
1 eae? 
8 4d2 93 
8e3 104 


145 
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8 Qh4 g5 
9 Qg3 Oh5 
10 e3 105 
10 e4 &xg3 11 hg &g7 12 d2 95 
7 Od2 Ag7 
7...@bd7 121 
7... .4@e@ 122 
7... me 122 
8 4c4 
8e4 122 
8...0—-0 
9 Af4 123 
9 Qg5 125 
7... Ag] 
8 &2g2 0-0 
9 0-0 He8 
9... 8e7 38 
9...9a6 39 
9...@bd7 40 
9...a6 40 
10 ]d2 
10h3 40 
10 Af4 41 
Oa 
11 a4 @bd7 
12 h3 
12 4c4 42 
12a5 42 
12... 8b8 
12... -@nsea2 


13 2c4 Ob6 44 
13, . e585 45 


Index of Complete Games 


Bold indicates that the first named is White. 


ADORJAN—Durao 72 
AGAPOV-Shashin 103 
AKOPOV-—Grigorian 46 
ANDERSEN —Kolbaek 71 
ANTOSHIN—Psakhis 107 
ARMAS-—Szmetan 7 
AVRAM-Gilden 114 
BARLOV—Despotovi¢c 111 
BARTIS—Szmetan 54 
BASAGIC—Minié 133 
BENJAMIN, J.—Nunn 117 
BILEK—F. Portisch 96 
BIYIASAS—Christiansen 61 
BOBOTSOV—Kaplan 97 
BOGDANOVIC-—Zaitsev 52 
BOTTERILL—Martin 55 
BROWN—Nunn 52 
BUKIC—Hulak 29, Velimirovi¢ 3, 
Wedberg 3 
CAPELLO—Pietzsch 97 
CHANDLER—Nunn 112 
CHRISTIANSEN-—Biyiasas 61 
COMMONS-—Hadzipetrov 137 
CONQUEST—Povah 66 
D’AMORE-—Ho@i 99 
DEKEYSER-—Greiner 36 
DESPOTOVIC—Barlov 111 
DIDISHKO—Kapengut 132, Sahovic 62 
DODA—Vladimirov 62 
DONNER-—Planinc 127 
DOROSHKE VICH—Krementski 85, 
Tal 50 
DURAO—Adorjan 72 
DURIC—Pinter 78 
EBZERMAN—van der Zwan 76 
ENKLAAR-—Szabo 16 
EPERJESI—Horvath 35 
ERMENKOV-—Hort 12, Schtissler 117 
ESPIG—Kuzmin 87, Uhimann 94 
FARAGO-Honfi 80, Szilagyi 6 


FOISOR-IMlijin 126 
FORINTOS—Minié 97 
FULLER—Ojanen 96 
GELLER—Langeweg 106 
GEORGADZE—Nunn 5 
GILDEN—Avram 114 
GLIGORIC—Karner 15, Minié 15, 
Niéevski 69, Portisch 15, Tatai 6 
GOSANOV-—Litvinov xii , 
GREINER—Dekeyser 36 
GRIGORIADIS—Vaiser 63 
GRIGORIAN—Akopov 46 
GRUNFELD—Heniey 4 
GULKO-Savon 80 
GURGENIDZE-Tal 12 
HADZIPETROV—Commons 137 
HAMMAR-Hollis 82 
HARDICSAY —Sobek 90 
HARTSTON—Nunn 108 
HENLEY —Griinfeld 4 
H@|I—D’Amore 99 
HOLLIS—Hammar 82, Kondali 82, 
Nunn 83 
HONF1!—Farago 80, Zoebisch 15 
HORT—Ermenkov 12 
HORVATH-—Eperjesi 35 
HUBNER—Tal 40 
HULAK-—Bukié 29 
ILIJIN—Foisor 126 
IVANOV-—Tschargov 16 
KAKAGELDIEV—Murei 61, Tshesh- 
kovsky 45 
KAPENGUT-—Didishko 132, Kaplun 127, 
Smirnov 88 
KAPLAN—Bobotsov 97 
KAPLUN—Kapengut 127 
KARNER-—Gligorié 15 
KAVALEK-Spassky 72 
KERES-—Spassky 54 
KIVLAN—Petkevic 46 
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KNAAK-—Suetin 134 
KNEZEVIC—Ryc 73, Seifert 53, Trap! 
64 
KOLBAEK—Andersen 71 
KONDALI—Hollis 82 
KORCHNOI—Lutikov 22, Sigurjonsson 
110, van den Berg 123 
KOVATLY—Povah 61 
KOVACEVIC—Nemet 46 
KREMENTSK!—Doroshkevich 85 
KUZMIN—Espig 87 
LAMBERT—Povah 116 
LANGEWEG-—Geller 106, Psakhis 3 
LARSEN—Ljubojevié 67 
LAW —Nunn 81 
LERNER-—Livshits 57 
LIBERZON—Sosonko 56 
LITTLEWOOD, J.—Povah 91 
LITVINOV—Gosanov xii 
LIVSHITS—Lerner 57 
LJUBOJEVIC—Larsen 67, Timman 137 
LPUTIAN—Magerramov 87 
LUTIKOV—Korchnoi 22 
MAFFEO-Pastor 89 
MAGERRAMOV-—Chekhov 69, Lputian 
87 
MAKROPOULOS-—Peev 63 
MARTIN—Botterill 55 
MATULOVIC-—Polugayevsky 36, Toth 14 
McGREGOR-—Nunn 2 
MICHALEV—Petrayev 54 
MIKENAS-—Suetin 90 
MILES—Wedberg 99 
MINEV-—Spassov 45 
MINIC—Basagi¢ 133, Forintos 97, 
Gligoric 15 
MOROKOVICH—Valiev 114 
MURE1I—Kakageldiev 61 
NEMET—Kovacevic 46, Sakharov 58 
NICEVSKI—Gligorié 69, Reshevsky 34 
NIKLASSON—Poulsson 19 
NUNN—J. Benjamin 117, Brown 52, 
Chandler 112, Georgadze 5, Hartston 
108, Hollis 83, Law 81, McGregor 2, 
Phillips 136, Polugayevsky 3, 
Timman 27 
OJANEN—Fuller 96 
OKLADNIKOV—Vanin 59 
OSTROVSKI—Tarasov 136 
PANCZYK-—Pedersen 26 
PARTOS—Zuodar 87 
PASTOR—Maffeo 89 


PAVLUTIN—Shivodov 66 
PEDERSEN—Panczyk 26 
PEEV—Makropoulos 63, Spassov 14 
PENROSE-—Tal 136 
PEREZ—Szabo 96 
PETKEVIC—Kivlan 46 
PETRAYEV—Michalev 54 
PETROSIAN, A.—Stoicescu 127 
PETROSIAN, T.—Rashkovsky 5 
PHILLIPS—Nunn 136 
PIETZSCH—Capello 97, Szabo 62 
PINTER—Duri¢ 78 
PLANINC—Donner 127 
POLUGAYEVSKY —Matulovié 36, 
Nunn 3, Smyslov 140 
POPOV—Spassov 69 
PORTISCH, F.—Bilek 96 
PORTISCH, L.—Gligorié 15, Timman 30, 
Velimirovic 11 
POULSSON-—Niklasson 19 
POVAH—Conquest 66, Kouatly 61, 
Lambert 116, J. Littlewood 91, 
Tatai 8 
PSAKHIS—Antoshin 107, Langeweg 3 
QUINTEROS-—Spassky 14 
RASHKOVSKY -T. Petrosian 5, Spassky 
79 
REE—Taimanov 14 
RESHEVSKY —Nicevski 34 
RY C—KneZevic 73 
SAHOVIC—Didishko 62 
SAKHAROV—Nemet 58, Tukmakov 56 
SAVON—Gulko 80, Shereshevsky 91 
SHEEREN—Timman 47 
SCHUSSLER—Ermenkov 117 
SEIFERT—Knezevié 53 
SHASHIN—Agapov 103 
SHER-—Tseitlin 94 
SHERESHEVSKY-Savon 91 
SHIVODOV-—Paviutin 66 
SIGURJONSSON—Korchnoi 110 
SLIWA-—Suetin 124 
SMIRNOV—Kapengut 88 
SMYSLOV—Polugayevsky 140 
SOBE K—Hardicsay 90 
SOSON KO—Liberzon 56 
SPASSKY —Kavalek 72, Keres 54, 
Quinteros 14, Rashkovsky 79 
SPASSOV—Minev 45, Peev 14, Popov 69 
STOICESCU—A. Petrosian 127 
SUETIN—Knaak 134, Mikenas 90, 
Sliwa 124 


SZABO—Enklaar 16, Perez 96, Pietzsch 
62, Timman 60, Zuckerman 58 
SZILAGY1I—Farago 6 
SZMETAN—Armas 7, Bartis 54 
TAIMANOV~—Ree 14, Tal 69 
TAL—Doroshkevich 50, Gurgenidze 12, 
Hiibner 40, Penrose 136, Taimanov 
69, Tukmakov 2, Ufimtsev 70 
TARASOV-—Ostrovski 136 
TATAI-—Gligorié 6, Povah 8 
TIMMAN—Ljubojevié 137, Nunn 27, 
Portisch 30, Scheeren 47, Szabo 60 
TOTH—Matulovic 14, Valenti 14 
TRAPL—KneZevic 64 
TSCHARGOV-Ivanov 16 
TSEITLiIN—Sher 94 
TSHESHKOVSKY —Kakageldiev 45 
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TUKMAKOV-Sakharov. 56, Tal 2 
UFIMTSEV—Tal 70 
UHLMANN-—Espig 94 
VAISER-—Grigoriadis 63 
VALENTI—Toth 14 
VALIEV—Mordkovich 114 

VAN DEN BERG—Korchnoi 123 
VAN DER ZWAN—Ebzerman 76 
VANIN—Okladnikov 59 
VELIMIROVIC—Bukié 3, Portisch 11 
VLADIMIROV—Doda 62 
WEDBERG—Bukicé 3, Miles 99 
ZAITSEV—Bogdanovié 52 
ZOEBISCH—Honfi 15 
ZUCKERMAN-Szabo 58 
ZUODAR-—Partos 87 
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The Benoni is Black’s most active and 
aggressive defence to 1 d4, leading to 


imbalanced positions which are 
unlikely to yield sterile equality. 


All lines after 1 d4 Nf62c4c5 are 


covered in sufficient detail to allow 


the reader to play the opening 
confidently in club or tournament 


play. The emphasis is very much on 


the currently topical lines, with 


144 pages 
92 diagrams 


substantial general explanation of the 
strategic aims for both sides. 


Dr John Nunn is currently Britain’s 
highest rated player. He was British 
Champion in 1980 and a member of 
the English Olympiad team. This 

work is written in a similar style to his 


successful The Pirc for the Tournament 
Player. 


Other opening books for the club and 


tournament player 
Figurine Algebraic Notation 
Benoni 
W R Hartston 


Benko Counter Gambit 
DNL Levy 


French Defence: Tarrasch Variation 
R D Keene & S M Taulbut 


King’s Indian Defence: 4 e4 
E Geller 


King’s Indian Defence: g3 Systems 
EF Geller 


Nimzowitsch/ Larsen Attack 
R D Keene 


*irc for the Tournament Player 
‘Nunn 


2° ’s Gambit: Chigorin Defence 
= : 
a © tson 


——4 
Ba PS) Keres Attack 


“Lines with. . 
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‘fence: Najdorf Variation 
ann & M F Stean 


Sicilian 2 c3 
M G Chandler 


For acomplete list of Batsford Chess 
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